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STATEMENT COF BASI S AND PURPCSE

Thi s deci si on docunent presents the selected renedial action for Qperable Unit Two at the Yell ow
Water Road Site in Baldwi n, Duval County, Florida, which was chosen in accordance with the

Conpr ehensi ve Environmental Response Conpensation and Liability Act of 1980 (CERCLA), as anended
by the Superfund Amendrments Reaut horization Act of 1986 (SARA), and, to the extent practicable,
the National G| and Hazardous Substances Pollution Contingency Plan (NCP). This decisionis
based on the administrative record file for this site.

The State of Florida, as represented by the Departnent of Environnmental Regul ation (FDER),
concurs with the sel ected renedy.

ASSESSMENT OF THE SI TE

Actual or threatened rel eases of hazardous substances fromthis site, if not addressed by

i npl enenting the response action selected in this Record of Decision (ROD), may present an

i mm nent and substantial endangernent to public health, welfare, or the environnent.

DESCRI PTI ON OF THE REMEDY

The remedy sel ected by EPA has been conducted in two separate operable units. Qperable Unit One
addressed the source of the contamination by excavating, stabilizing, and solidifying the PCB
contam nated soils. Qperable Unit Two will address the appropriate renediation for the ground
wat er .

The nmaj or conponents of the selected renedy for Qperable Unit Two incl ude:

. the inplenmentation of a long-termground water nonitoring program

. the construction of four additional ground water nonitoring wells downgradi ent of the

source area, two wells (one in the Upper Sand Unit and one in the Lower Sand Unit) will be
|l ocated 20 feet downgradient of nonitoring cluster 7 and two (one in the Upper Sand Unit



and one in the Lower Sand Unit) |located 20 feet downgradi ent of nonitoring cluster 8;

. the inplenmentation of institutional controls, which would include deep restrictions,
zoning controls, and water supply well permtting prohibitions

. the contingent construction of the appropriate nunber of ground water extraction wells
which will be determ ned during renedi al design. However, costs are currently based on two
extraction wells, one in the Upper Sand Unit and one in the Lower Sand Unit, both | ocated
near the western boundary of the fornmer operational area of the Site;

. the contingent installation of a ground water punping system

. the contingent installation of a ground water filtration system

. the contingent installation of a Ganular Activated Carbon (GAC) Treat nent system

. the contingent installation of a treated effluent discharge system

. the transportation and disposal of the GAC and filtration waste to a TSCA-conpl i ant
landfill or incinerator, if treatment is warranted; and

. | ong-term managenent controls including operation and nai ntenance of the ground water

treatnent systemif warranted

Itens 1 through 3 will be imediately inplenmented. The inplenentation of itens 4 through 10 of
this alternative would be contingent upon confirmation of PCBs at downgradi ent conpliance
monitoring wells. Confirmatory sanpling must occur within sixty days of receipt of the origina
nmonitoring results that show el evated PCB concentrati ons.

The initial total present worth cost for the selected renedy as presented in the Feasibility
Study is $376,754. If the contingency is fullyinplenmented, the total present worth cost will be
$1, 346, 725. After further consideration of comments received during the public comrent period
two additional nonitoring wells were deened necessary, thus increasing the total present worth
cost by $30,875, for a total present worth cost of $407,629 for initial inplenentation and
$1,377,600 for full inplementation, if warranted

STATUTCORY DETERM NATI ON

The selected renmedy is protective of human health and the environnent, is cost effective, and it
conplies with Federal and State requirenents that are legally applicable or relevant and
appropriate to the renedial action or a waiver can be justified for whatever Federal or State
applicable or relevant and appropriate requirenment that will not be nmet. A waiver of the Safe
Drinki ng Water Act (SDWA) Maxi mum Cont am nant Level (MCL) for PCBs is required for the ground
water |ocated directly beneath and in close proximty to the fornmer operational area.
Justification for the waiver is the technical inpracticability of utilizing a punp and treat
systemto renove PCBs fromthe ground water [40 C.F.R 300.430(f)(1)(ii)(C(3)]. This waiver
applies solely to the ground water beneath the source area and will remain in effect until such
tine as active renedi al neasures nay provide some advantage in attaining the ARAR This renedy
utilizes permanent solutions and alternative treatnment (or resource recovery) technologies to
the maxi mum extent practicable for this site. However, because treatnent of the principa
threats at the site was not found to be practicable, this renedy does not satisfy the statutory
preference for treatnment as a principal elenent.

Because this remedy will result in hazardous substances renai ning on-site above heal t h- based



levels, a reviewwll

be conducted within five years after commencenent of renedial action to

ensure that the remedy continues to provi de adequate protecti on of human health and the
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RECORD CF DEC SI ON
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Qperable Unit Two - Ground Vater

Yel | ow Water Road Site

Bal dwi n,

Duval

County, Florida

1.0 Site Nanme, Location, and Description

The Yell ow Water Road site is |ocated off Yellow Water Road (Florida State Road 217)
approxinately one mle south of Baldw n, Duval County, Florida (see Figure 1.1).



The site enconpasses approxi mately 14 acres of predominantly vegetated land with limted
t opographical relief. Dense woods that can be viewed as a natural resource are |ocated on the
perineter of the sites boundary. Surface el evations across the site generally do not vary nore
than one or two feet except for a few shall ow nan-nade drai nage ditches (see Figure 1.2).

The land adjacent to the site is used for nany commerci al purposes. Property owned by Florida
Power & Light Conpany is |ocated west of the site. Indian Head National Bank of Nashau owns
property situated northwest, west, south, and southeast of the site. Property to the northis
owned by Montgonery L. Broward, and property to the northeast is owned by Fred B. MIler, Jr.
Sone property to the east, across Yellow Water Road, is subdivided into residential plots
bearing the nane Village Geen Subdivision. Interstate 10 is positioned north of the site, and
Seaboard Coast Line Railroad owns property |ocated to the northwest (see Figure 1.3).

The i mmedi ate on-site population is presently estinmated to include five persons. An anal ysis of
the popul ation of the Traffic Analysis Zone (TAZ) in which the site is |ocated shows an

approxi mate surroundi ng popul ati on of 350 persons. It is estinmated that the current popul ation
of this area will renmain relatively constant until the year 2010.

Two residential buildings, consisting of a one-story famly dwelling occupi ed by the Hyman
famly and a house trailer occupied by the Tyer, Jr. famly, are located on the site. A so
|l ocated on-site are assorted nultipurpose outbuildings which include storage sheds, a punp
encl osure and a carport. The only other permanent structure |ocated on-site is a chain-link
fence surroundi ng the fornmer operational area which covers approximately three acres.

The dom nant body of water nearest the site is the St. Johns River. Gound water flows from east
to west across the site. There are no discharge areas on the site or i medi ately downgradi ent
fromthe site.

2.0 Site History and Enforcenent Activities

Prior to commercial devel opnent of the Site, the property was owned by M. Hardl ee Spence, who
used the land for dairy farming. In the late 1940's, the |land was purchased by M. Robert C
Tyer for eventual commercial devel opnent.

Title to the property was transferred by M. Tyer to the American Environnmental Energy
Corporation (AEEC) in January 1982. In Cctober 1981, AEEC had entered into a joint venture with
two other corporations, the Arerican El ectric Corporation (AEC) and the Anmerican Environnental
Protection Corporation (AEPC), with the intent of nmoving an incinerator to the Site and
obtaining a pernmt under the Toxic Substances Control Act (TSCA) to incinerate Pol ychlorinated
Bi phenyls (PCBs). The principal individuals involved in this joint venture were M. Tyer and
M. Maxwel | Cobb.

As part of this enterprise, beginning in 1981 or 1982, PCB contam nated |iquids and equi pnent
were stored at the Site. The incinerator permt was never obtained, and the PCB-contani nated
materials continued to be stored on-site.

By October 1982, the joint venturers had parted ways, and AEEC and M. Tyer sued AEC and M.
Cobb, obtaining a restraining order in Decenber 1982, preventing M. Cobb fromentering the Site
boundaries. After barring Cobb and AEC s access to the Site, Tyer and AEEC sal vaged val uabl e
nmetal s such as cooper fromthe transforner carcasses, spilling PCB |iquids and causing soil
contam nation at the Site.

In 1982, a custoner of AEC, Dickerson Asphalt Conpany, filed suit agai nst the Departnent of
Def ense (DOD) under the Federal Tort dains Act. The suit alleged that PCB |liquids sent by DOD



to AEC were sold to Dickerson through a third party as waste oil. The lawsuit and the
conditions noted by EPA TSCA inspectors |led EPA, in cooperation with the FBI, to begin a
crimnal investigation of the operations of AEC and M. Cobb. The investigation centered on a
contract between AEC and DOD for disposal of PCB contam nated |iquids, equipnent, and naterials.

At a crimnal trial involving AEC s perfornmance under the contract with DOD, the prosecution
centered on 47 PCB transformers. AEC had reported to DOD that they had di sposed of the
transfornmers at TSCA approved facilities when they had instead placed themat the Yell ow Water
Road Site. Although the defendants were acquitted by a jury on these charges in May 1984,
guilty pleas were entered by M. Cobb and AEC s vice-president, Mchael Hamm on two unrel ated
crimnal charges uncovered during the course of the investigation.

In the fall of 1984, Duval County cited M. Tyer, as president of AEEC, for violations of |ocal
PCB storage ordi nances. The County ordered Tyer to renove all PCBs and PCB contam nated itens,
to investigate the Site to determine the extent of contam nation, and to determ ne the cl eanup
and nonitoring activities which were needed. Tyer informed the County that he was financially
unabl e to neet these denmands, and EPA's Emergency Response and Control Section was called in to
r espond.

In Novenber 1984, at the outset of the initial renoval action conducted by EPA, the PCB

contam nated nmaterials stored at the Site included 719 electrical transforners and a | arge
amount of PCB contaminated liquid. During this renoval action, the transforners were drained,
steam cl eaned, and stored on-site, and approxi nately 100, 000 gal |l ons of PCB contam nated fl uids
were drained to secured, on-site holding tanks. Approxinmately 3,000 cubic yards of soil

contam nated with PCBs were al so excavated and stockpiled on a concrete pad.

EPA proposed to incinerate the PCB contam nated fluids and soil, and, in January 1985, the Cty
of Jacksonville conditionally approved the incineration of this naterial, pending an anmendnent
to a city ordinance which prohibited the incineration of PCBs within the city limts. However,
the Bal dwi n community opposed on-site incineration and, in February 1985, the Jacksonville Gty
Council rejected the incineration proposal.

In order to conplete the renoval action, EPA secured the Site by covering the stockpiled soil
with a synthetic protective covering and |ocking the gate. At that tine, the responsibility for
overseeing the Site was tenporarily transferred to the Gty of Jacksonville Departnent of

Heal th, Wl fare, and Bi o-Environnental Services (BESD).

In March 1985, the Florida Departnent of Environnental Regul ation (FDER) issued a notice to the
various principals of AEC and AEEC based on the detection of trichloroethene (TCE) contam nation
in four drinking water wells |ocated upgradient of the Site. This notice advised themthat the
site was in violation of state |aw and that a Contam nant Assessnent Plan (CAP) and a Renedi al
Action Plan (RAP) nust be devel oped and inplemented to address the contam nation of the site.
Subsequent ground water assessnents were conducted whichindicated that the ground water

contam nation, which was due to the presence of PCBs and not TCE, was limted to within the site
boundari es.

On April 15, 1985, EPA conpl eted a Hazard Ranki ng System (HRS) package for the Site. The
aggregate HRS score derived for the Site was 30.26. This score was based prinarily on the ground
wat er exposure pat hway.

On June 14, 1985, EPA Region |V issued an order under Section 106 of CERCLA to M. Tyer,
ordering himto cease various site-related activities. This order restricted the renoval,

sal vagi ng, cleaning or enptying of the transforners on-site wi thout proper notification to the
officials listed in the order.



The Yel l ow Water Road Site was proposed for the National Priorities List (NPL) in Update 4 on
Sept enber 18, 1985 (50 F.R 37950), and the Site was placed on the NPL on June 10, 1986. Ranked
by its HRS score, the Site was |listed 658th out of the 888 sites listed on the NPL in June 1986

In March 1987, EPA sent notice and denmand letters to 67 Potentially Responsible Parties (PRPs)
identified as generators of the PCB-contam nated materials found at the Site. By My 1987, 53
of the 67 PRPs had joined together and formed the Yell ow Water Road Steering Conmittee (the
Steering Conmttee). Later that year, EPA and the YWR Steering Committee entered into an

Adm ni strative Order by Consent (ACC) to conduct a Renedial Investigation/ Feasibility Study
(RI/FS).

In May 1988, EPA and the Steering Committee entered into an additional Adm nistrative Order by
Consent, under which the Steering Commttee undertook an interimsurface renoval action at the
Site under EPA oversight. This renoval action was conpleted in July 1988. The renova

activities included the denolition of an on-site warehouse, disposal of the resulting debris and
the previously stockpiled contami nated soil, off-site incineration of 78,854 gallons of PCB
containing liquids, disposal of 704 transforners, and disposal of 18,690 pounds of potential PCB
capacitors. The PCB-contam nated soils were transported to Chenical Waste Managenent's
permtted disposal facility located in Enelle, Al abana. The PCB-contami nated |iquids were
transported by rail to SCA in Chicago, Illinois, for incineration.

Conest oga- Rovers & Associ ates, acting on behalf of the Steering Commttee, perforned the RI/FS
field work, again under EPA oversight. These field activities were conducted at the Site from
Novenber 1988 to March 1990. Soil and sedi nent sanples were collected and 18 groundwat er
nonitoring wells were installed and sanpled. The resulting Rl and FS Reports were submtted and
approved by EPA in April and August 1990, respectively. Based on these docunents, EPA

determ ned that additional data was needed to fully evaluate the extent of ground water

contami nation; and as a result, EPA separated the cleanup into two Qperable Units, one for soils
and sedinments and one for ground water. EPA proposed a cleanup plan for Operable Unit One (QUL)
(soils and sedinents) in August 1990 and selected the remedy in Septenber 1990. The Steering
Committee is presently performng the Renedial Design for the renedy for QUL

Concurrent with the release of the QUL Record of Decision (ROD), the Steering Commttee began
additional OR (ground water) field work. The additional OJR field work was conducted in two
separate phases in January and Cctober 1991. Activities included installation and sanpling of
six (6) additional ground water nonitoring wells, sanpling of surface and vadose zone soils, and
sanpling of several existing nmonitoring wells. The resulting O2 R and FS Reports were

submi tted and approved by EPA in March and April 1992, respectively. EPA released the proposed
Plan for QU2 to the public on May 7, 1992, commencing the 30 day comment period. Coments
received fromthe public and the State have been incorporated into the Responsiveness Summary,
which is found in Appendix A of this docunent. 3.0 Highlights of Community Participation

In accordance with CERCLA sections 113 and 117 requirenents, a Comunity Relations Plan (CRP)
for the Yellow Water Site was devel oped. This Community Relations Plan outlines citizen
i nvol venent and the comunity's concern

The nost active period of community involvenent with the Yell ow Water Road Site occurred during
1984/ 1985 when EPA proposed to bring a portable incinerator on-site to burn PCB-contam nated
material s stockpiled by EPA. Because of community opposition to on-site incineration, EPA

deci ded against incineration as a viable alternative for renediating PCB-contam nated soils
stockpiled within the former operational area of the site

Medi a coverage for the Site has been sporadic since 1984. Mnimal comunity invol venent has
occurred with regard to the site since 1985.



An R Fact Sheet for the Yell ow Water Road Site was issued to the public in Decenber of 1988.

Al site-related docunents were nade available to the public in the information repository
located in the Baldwin Gty Hall and at the EPA Records Center in Region IV. Followi ng the

rel ease of the RI/FS Fact Sheet, an availability session was held on Tuesday, May 29, 1990, from
7:00pmto 9:00pmat the Mami e Agnes Jones Elenentary School. At this nmeeting, EPA officials
provi ded an update on site-related activities in addition to answering questions from concerned
Jacksonville citizens

The public was provided an opportunity to comment on the renedial alternatives for QU1 from
August 28, 1990 to Septenber 27, 1990. In addition, a public nmeeting was held on Septenber 4,
1990 in Baldwin, Florida to present to the community EPA's preferred alternative for QUL source
remedi ation. During the public nmeeting, the community was inforned of the availability of a
Techni cal Assistant Gant (TAG. A response to the comments received during the public comrent
period is included in the Responsi veness Summary, which canbe found in Appendi x B of the QUL
Record of Deci sion.

The QU2 RI/FS Reports and Proposed Plan for the Site were released to the public for comment in
May 1992. These two docunents were nade available to the public in both the adm nistrative
record and the infornmation repository located in the Baldwin Town Hall. A public coment period
was held from My 7, 1992 through June 6, 1992. In addition, a public nmeeting was held on May
18, 1992 to answer questions about problens at the Site and the ground water renedi a
alternatives under consideration. A response to each comment received during the comment period
has been provided in the Responsiveness Sunmmary, which is found in Appendix A of this Record of
Deci si on.

Thi s deci si on docunent presents the selected ground water renedial action for the Yell ow Water
Road Site, in Baldwin, Duval County, Florida, chosen in accordance with CERCLA, as anended by
SARA, and, to the extent practicable, the National Contingency Plan (NCP). The decision for
this Site is based on the adm nistrative record

4.0 Scope and Role of Operable Unit

As with many Superfund sites, the problens at the Yell ow Water Road Site are conplex. The
initial Renedial Investigation (RI) identified the areas of soil contam nation to be renedi ated
but was not of sufficient scope to fully characterize the extent of ground water contam nation
Additional data was required to determine if mgration of PCB-contam nated ground water had
occurred and to further evaluate treatnment alternatives for the PCBcontam nated ground water.
As a result, EPA decided to inplenent cleanup of the site in two operable units. Qperable Unit
One (QUL), which is addressed in the Record of Decision (ROD) dated Septenber 28, 1990
elimnates the potential for direct exposure to the contam nated soils and sedinments. Qperable
Unit Two (QOU2) addresses the potential for direct consunption of contam natedground water

The second QU renedy aut horized by this ROD addresses the contam nated ground water in the
limestone unit (surficial aquifer). The principal threat posed to human health and the
environnent stens fromthe potential future ingestion of ground water from source area wells by
local residents. Also, there is a threat of contamnant migration in both aquifers to areas

| ocated offsite.

This is the second and final planned renedial action for this site. The objectives for the
remedy are to prevent the near-termand future exposure of human receptors to contam nated
ground water both on and off-Site, and to nonitor ground water in a nmanner that will verify the
effectiveness of the sel ected renedy.

This ROD has been prepared to summari ze the renedial alternative selection process and to



present the selected renedial alternative for the second operable unit.
5.0 Summary of Site Characteristics
5.1 GCeol ogy

The Yell ow Water Road Site is underlain by approxinmately 75 feet of unconsolidated sand, silt,
and clay. These strata rest on an approximately 20-foot-thick |ayer of coquina |inestone and
cal careous sandstone. This unit is underlain by the Hawthorn Formation, a thick sequence of
silty clay, clayey sand, and sandy |inestone. Four stratigraphic units were encountered during
the RI. These units are detailed, sequentially, as foll ows:

i) upper sand, 25 to 35 feet thick

ii) clay, 5 to 15 feet thick;

iii) lower sand, 25 to 35 feet thick; and
iv) limestone, 10 to 20 feet thick

The upper sand consists of light brown to brown, fine, silty sand and fine sand. Thin

di scontinuous, sandy clay and clay layers are also present in this unit. The clay unit, from
five to 15 feet thick, has a high plasticity and is inferred to be continuous across the site
Hydr onmet er anal yses perforned on this unit show that the clay contains from25 to 47 percent
silt and very fine sand. The |ower sand consists of fine to nediumsand and silty sand with
gravel ly and shelly sand layers. The |owernost unit encountered is a poorly indurated, medium
to coarse coquina and brown, poorly cenmented, fine to medi umgrai ned, cal careous sandstone.
Figures 5.1.1 through 5.1.3 illustrate geologic cross sections at the Site.

5.2 Hydrogeol ogy
The Yell ow Water Road Site is underlain by two nmajor aquifer systens, the shall ow aquifer and

the Floridan aquifer systens. These aquifers are separated by | ow perneability sections of the
Hawt horn Formati on

The shal | ow aqui fer system consists of sands, |inmestone, and shell beds. Water fromthe shall ow
aqui fer is considered of adequate quality for donestic use. Recharge of the shallow aquifer is
chiefly by rainfall. Snall diameter wells in the sand unit yield between 10 to 25 gal |l ons per

mnute (gpm). Wells in the Iimestone can yield as much as 80 gpm for two-inch wells.

At the Yellow Water Road Site, the shallow aquifer systemconsists of an upper sand and a | ower
sand and linestone unit (identified in the Rl Report as the upper and |ower water table units
respectively). The upper water table unit is separated fromthe lower water table unit by a
clay layer. Most water-supply wells in the Yell ow Water Road area are approximately 80 to
150-feet deep and draw water fromthe lower water table unit of the shall ow aquifer system

G ound-water flow in both the upper sand and the | ower sand and |linmestone unit of the shall ow
aqui fer systemis fromeast to west. The horizontal hydraulic gradient ranges from0.001 to
0.0006. The gradi ent decreases to the west toward a swanpy area on the west side of the Site
The ground-water velocity was calculated as 4.6 ft/year within the upper sand and 4.7 ft/year
within the lower sand and linestone unit. There are no ground-water discharge areas on the Site
or imedi ately downgradient fromthe Site.

The Floridan Aquifer is the major source of ground water in northeast Florida. The Floridan



Aqui fer is recharged through sinkhol es and by downward | eakage from surface water bodies and the
shal | ow aqui fer where the aquitard is thin or absent. Based on available infornmation and cl ose
exam nation, there are no sinkholes on or within the vicinity of the Yellow Water Road Site, and
recharge to this aquifer through the overlying Hawthorn Formation is considered to be very | ow
Water yield fromwells in the Floridan Aquifer varies depending on depth, artesian pressure, and
transmssivity. However, wells two to six inches in dianeter can yield as nmuch as 500 gpm

5.3 Sanpling Results

Twenty-ei ght nonitoring wells have been installed at the Site in both the upper sand and the

|l ower sand and |inestone unit to determne the extent of PCB contam nation (Figure 5. 3.1
illustrates well locations). Seven ground-water nonitoring well nests (MM1 - MW7), conprised
of three wells per nest, and individual nmonitoring well, MW8A were installed during the
Qperable Unit 1 (QU1) R field work. Additional nonitoring well nests MM9 and MALO, consisting
of two wells per nest, and individual nonitoring well MAM8B were constructed and devel oped
during the first phase of the Qperable Unit 2 (QU2) field work. The final nonitoring well,

MM 11A, was constructed during the second and final phase of the QU field work.

Monitoring wells were constructed to depths that correspond with the three stratigraphic units
located at the Site. These are as follows:

. Upper Sand Water Table Unit ("A" wells);

. Lower Sand Water Table Unit ("B" wells); and

. Li mestone Unit ("C' wells).

Two rounds of ground water sanples, Phases | and Il, were collected during the initial QUL Rl

field work fromwell nests

MM1 to MM6. A subsequent third and fourth round of sanples, Phases IIl and IV, were collected
in February and March 1990, respectively. Phase IlIl and IV sanpling was |imted to downgradient
and source area wells. Another sanpling event took place during the first phase of Q2 R field
work in February 1991 in which selected existing and all newly installed nonitoring wells were
sanpl ed. The final QR sanpling event occurred in Cctober 1991 and invol ved sanpling of wells
MM 6A, MM T7A, and the newy installed MM11A These |last two sanpling events were | abeled the
"Suppl enental G oundwat er Investigation Sanpling Rounds" in the Q2 R /FS Reports.

During sanpling phases | through IV, the sanples were anal yzed for the conpl ete Target Conpound
and Analyte Lists (TCL/TAL), which includes analysis for volatile organi c conpounds,

base/ neutrals (B/ Ns), inorganic conpounds and pol ychl ori nated bi phenyls (PCBs). A summary of
contam nant preval ence within the ground water sanples of Phases I, II, Ill, and IV is presented
in Table 5.3.1. Based on the results of the initial ground-water sanpling rounds, EPA was able
to determ ne the foll ow ng:

1. No significant ground water VOC contamination exists at the Site

2. No sanpl es contai ned unqualified B/ Ns above acceptable limts(as determ ned from Phase
nmonitoring results), thus B/Ns were omtted from subsequent nonitoring

3. No | norgani cs were detected above acceptable |levels (as determned fromPhase | nonitoring
results); therefore, Inorganics were dismssed as chem cals of concern; and

4. PCBs were detected in the ground water during Phases |, Il, Ill and IV and represent the



only chem cal of concern at the Site (G ound water PCB concentrations found during al
sanpling rounds are shown in Figures 5.3.2 and 5. 3. 3).

The results of the Phase | through IV ground-water sanpling events pronpted EPA to initiate the
QU2 Suppl enental G oundwater Investigation in order to refine the vertical and areal limts of
the PCB plune thought to exist at the Site. The ground-water sanples obtained during this
subsequent investigation were anal yzed solely for PCBs since it was determ ned that no ot her
chem cals posed a significant threat to ground water quality.

During the QU2 Suppl enmental G oundwater Investigation, it was determ ned that PCB contam nation
of the Upper Water Table Unit ("A" wells) is confined to a small "source" area |located within
Site boundaries. Mnitoring data confirmthat the Lower Water Table Unit has been nmarginally
inpacted by PCBs in the source area (contamination is limted to MM6B and MM7B). There is no
indication of contam nant migration in the Lower Water Table Unit to areas adjacent to, or
downgradi ent of, the source area. In fact, of all the wells sanpled, PCBs were detected above
the accepted federal Maxi mum Contam nant Level (MCL) of 0.5 parts permillion (ppb) on a
consistent basis in only four nonitoring wells, MV6A MAM6B, MM7A and MM7B. Figure 5.3.3
shows the PCB concentrations in these wells over all six ground-water nonitoring rounds.

Based on the non-detect sanpling results fromthe newest well, MM1A, which is |located 20 feet
downgr adi ent of MM6A, it was denonstrated that PCBs within the aquifer have not mgrated
downgr adi ent from MM6A. Consequently, this data, in conjunction with the filtered/unfiltered
PCB anal yses fromthe first sanpling rounds, indicate that a continuous PCB plunme is not present
bet ween MM 6A and MM 7A. The nonitoring data denonstrate that PCB migration is being
effectively attenuated, confining ground-water contam nation to the source area

6.0 Summary of Site R sks
6.1 Overall R sk Assessnent Summary

The assessnment of the risk posed by the Yellow Water Road Site was evaluated in a site specific
ri sk assessnent dated August 1990 (See Section 6.0 of the QUL Rl Report and Section 2.3 of the
QU1 and QU2 FS Reports). This assessnent, which was conpiled prior to the 1989 gui dance
(EPA/ 540/ 1- 89/ 002), exami ned the anount, concentration, properties, and environnmental fate and
transport of the PCBs found in the ground water at the Site, and the popul ati ons and
environnents potentially at risk. The risks associated with the Yell ow Water Road site were
cal cul ated based on current and future exposure scenarios. The nunerical cancer risk values are
theoretical quantifications of the excess lifetime cancer risk, that is, the increased
probability of contracting cancer as a result of exposure to site wastes, conpared to the
probability if no exposure occurred. For exanple, a 10[-6] excess cancer risk represents an
exposure that could result in one extra cancer case per mllion people exposed. The 10[-6] risk
level is considered the goal for renediation at Superfund sites under the National Contingency
Pl an, 40 CFR 300.430(e)(2)(i)(A(2).

Though there are currently no conpl ete exposure pathways, the predicted risk due to future
ingestion of ground water (potential on-site residence) was 3.1 x 10[-3], which is unacceptable
when conpared to the upper boundary of the risk range (1 x 10[-4]). However, ground water
sanpling indicates that the plune is currently limted to the fornmer operations area within the
Yel | ow WAt er Road property boundary. Al so, the closest residential area is approxi mately one
half mle northwest of the site and is hydrogeol ogically upgradi ent. Downgradient fromthe site
there are no residential wells within a 1.5 nile radius area which are used to obtain water from
the surficial or Floridan water bearing zones. Ground water nodeling projections indicate that
concentrations in the ground water will be belowthe limt of detection prior to reaching any
off-site discharge points or receptors. Overall, the Remedial Investigation revealed that the



Site's ground water does not pose an inmmnent or future possible threat to off-Site residents
6.1.1 ldentification of Contam nants of Concern

In choosing the contam nants of concern for ground water, consideration is given to factors such
as, "any avail abl e site background data, disposal history (and records, if available), types of
remedi al actions being considered, on site and off site chem cal analysis data and site
characterizati on data necessary for exposure assessment” (Chapter 3, "Superfund Public Health
Eval uati on Manual " EPA/ 540/ 1- 86/ 060, OSVER Directive 9285.4-1, Decenber 1989).

As indicated by the sanpling results in Section 5.0, PCB conpounds were found to be the prinary
contam nant of concern for ground water at the Site. Al other contam nants di scussed previously
wer e di scounted as contam nants of concern for various reasons (i.e., concentrations of

contam nants that are simlar to areal/regi onal background concentrati on and thus are not
considered site-related, concentrations that are of |ow preval ence/ occurrence, or concentrations
that are laboratory analysis

rel ated).

The Site's inpacts on ground water were characterized using data fromPhase Il and Phase |1V
ground water sanpling and analysis results. O the ground water data in the two phases, data
collected fromSectors 1 (area within the property fence) and 2 (area downgradi ent of Sector 1)
were used to characterize the Site's risks. The exposure point concentrations used in
characterizing the risks due to groundwater ingestion were 6.7 ug/L (Phase Ill: MM), 14 ug/L
(Phase IV: MW6), 3.8 ug/L (Phase Ill: MWN7), 1.9 ug/L (Phase IV: MW7), and 1.8 ug/L (Phase
IV: MW8). See Figures 5.3.2 and 5.3.3

6.1.2 Fate and Transport Analysis

Site soils that are contaminated with PCBs will be renediated, thus renoving the prinary source
for cross-nedial PCB transport/contam nation. However, a discussion of the fate and transport
possibilities of site contamnants is useful in understanding the current site contam nant
mgration potential. Overland PCB transport processes are limted to surface water novenent in
and adjacent to the site. Surface drainage at the Site is generally fromsouth to north. Due
to the characteristic non-polar nature of nobst PCBs, they are relatively insoluble in water but
readi |y adsorbed to nost particulate matter. By anal yzing the surface water and sedi nent PCB
data, it is apparent that the predom nant node of overland PCB transport at Yellow Water Road is
by sedinent transport in conjunction with surface water flow. The sorptive nature of PCBs will
hi nder migration into ground water. Thus concentrations resulting fromsoil sources will not
contribute to high PCB ground water concentrations.

6.2 Hunman Health R sks
6.2.1 Exposure Assessnent Summary

An Exposure Assessnent is an estinmation of the nagnitude, frequency, duration, and routes of
exposure to humans. Exposure to the PCB contam nated ground water beneath the Yell ow Water Road
Superfund Site was eval uated based on current and future use scenarios. Based on the OR2 R
results, the only source of potential PCB exposure at the Site (including the adjacent

| andowners) is the surficial and Floridan aquifers beneath the site. Evaluation of all other
nmedia (soil, surface water, air) was addressed in the Septenber 1990 Record of Decision

In the original R sk Assessnent, potential hunman exposures to Siterel ated contam nants (PCBs) by
two nai n pathways were eval uated. Potential points of exposure considered were inhalation or
direct contact with surface soils and ingestion of contam nated ground water. The first



exposure scenario was addressed in the QUL ROD, therefore the follow ng discussion will focus
solely on the ground water pathway.

Under current |and use conditions, no exposure to humans is occurring due to inconplete exposure
pat hways.

To address the future use scenario, conservative exposure assunptions were devel oped by EPA. In
conducting the exposure assessnent, the focus was on the health effects that could result from

i ngestion of PCB-contam nated ground water by an adult representing the highest potentially
exposed receptor. The assessnment was limted to long termdaily exposure, since the Site's
future plausible use is residential. The exposure assunptions included the ingestion of two
liters of water per day, 365 days per year, for 70 years froma well currently containing the
contami nant concentrati on described earlier herein. It is noteworthy to consider that as a
result of dissipation and natural attenuation mechanisns, PCB levels in site wells have
decl i ned.

Consi dering both the present tinme and the future, the only conplete ground water exposure
pathway for the Yellow Water Road Site is the future residential ingestion scenario.

6.2.2 Toxicity Assessnent Summary

Ref erence doses (RfDs) have been devel oped by EPA for indicating the potential for adverse
health effects fromexposure to chem cals exhibiting noncarcinogenic effects. RDs, which are
expressed in units of ng/kg-day, are estimates of lifetime daily exposure |evels for humans,
including sensitive individuals. Estimated intakes of chemcals fromenvironnental nedia (e.g.
the anmount of a chemcal ingested fromcontam nated drinking water) can be conpared to the R D
Rf Ds are derived from human epi dem ol ogi cal studies or aninal studies to which uncertainty
factors have been applied (e.g., to account for the use of aninal data to predict effects on
humans). These uncertainty factors help to ensure that the RfDs will not underestinmate the
potential for adverse noncarci nogenic effects to occur

PCB exposure can result in mld reversible injuries to skin and organ systens, while higher
concentrations can result in carcinogenesis. Noncarcinogenic toxicity includes irritations to
the skin, nose, and |lungs, which was docunented when workers were exposed to PCBs.

Devel opnental Iy, young children of wonen who eat foods that contain high |evels of PCBs, such as
fish, before and during their pregnancy, m ght have troubl e | earning. EPA has not established an
oral RFD nor inhalation RFD for any of the PCBs.

Cancer potency factors (CPFs) have been devel oped by EPA's Carci nogeni ¢ Assessnment Goup for
estinmating excess lifetine cancer risks associated with exposure to potentially carcinogenic
chemcals. CPFs, which are expressed in units of (ng/kg-day)[-1], are multiplied by the
estinmated i ntake of a potential carcinogen in ng/kg-day, to provide an upper-bound estinmate of
the excess lifetinme cancer risk associated with exposure at that intake | evel. The term "upper
bound" reflects the conservative estinate of the risks calculated fromthe CPFs. Use of this
approach makes underestinmation of the actual cancer risks highly unlikely. Cancer potency
factors are derived fromthe results of hunman epi dem ol ogi cal studies or chronic ani nal

bi oassays to which ani mal -to-human extrapol ati on and uncertainty factors have been appli ed.

From a carci nogeni c standpoint, there is adequate evidence for the PCBs to be classified B2
"Probabl e Human Carcinogen". This classification indicates that there exists evidence of
carcinogenicity in animals and i nadequate but suggestive evi dence of cancer in humans by
ingestion and inhalation or dermal contact. The EPA oral CPF for PCBs is 7.7 X 10[-0].

Nurmer ous studi es support this finding. Based on the aninal toxicological studies, PCBs in the
diet were found to induce liver tunors. Cccupational exposures have induced nel anona cancers as



reported when a small group of male exposed workers in a capacitor nmanufacturing plant showed an
excess of all cancers. Prinarily, the excess was nmanifested in the digestive systemand the
| ynphatic tissues.

6.2.3 Risk Characterization Sunmmary

Potenti al human exposure to site-related contam nants (PCBs) was eval uated via the ground water

i ngestion pathway. Potential ground water exposure was estimated as a future scenario using the
conservative assunptions of site devel opnent and exposures in the absence of further renedi al
neasur es.

Excess lifetinme cancer risks are determned by nmultiplying the intake |l evel by the cancer
potency factor. These risks are probabilities that are generally expressed in scientific
notation (e.g., 1 x 10[-6] or 1E-6). An excess lifetine cancer risk of 1 x 10[-6] indicates
that as a pl ausi bl e upper bound, an individual has a one in one mllion chance of devel oping
cancer as a result of site-related exposure to a carcinogen over a 70 year lifetine under the
speci fic exposure conditions at a site. The Agency considers individual excess cancer risks in
the range of 10[-4] to 10[-6] as protective; however, thelO[-6] risk level is generally used as
the point of departure for setting cleanup levels at Superfund sites. Potential concern for
noncar ci nogeni ¢ effects of a single contamnant in a single nmediumis expressed as the hazard
quotient (HQ (or the ratio of the estinmated intake derived fromthe contam nant concentration
in a given nediumto the contamnant's reference dose). By adding the Hgs for all contam nants
within a nediumor across all nedia to which a given popul ation may reasonably be exposed, the
Hazard Index (H') can be generated. The H provides a useful reference point for gauging the
potential significance of nultiple contam nant exposures within a single nediumor across nedia

Resi denti al devel opnent of the on-site secure area as well as downgradi ent areas was found to
pose unacceptabl e additional lifetine cancer risks. For off-Site devel opnent, the risk due to
ingestion of ground water from MW7 in Phases Il and IV were 8.4 x 10[-4] and 4.2 x 10[-4]
respectively. Simlarly, Phase |V sanpling of MM8 showed an overall risk of 4.0 x 10[-4].
Currently, the downgradient wells do not exhibit PCB contam nation. MW6, which was located in
the on-site fenced area, revealed risks of 1.5 x 10[-3] and 3.1 x 10[-3] as cal cul ated from
Phases |11 and IV PCB concentrations respectively.

Actual or threatened rel eases of hazardous substances fromthis Site, if not addressed by

i npl enenting the response action selected in this ROD, nay present an inmminent and substantia
endangernent to public health, welfare

or the environnent.

6.3 Environnmental Risks

The Ri sk Assessnent al so surveyed and assessed the Site's effects on the environnent. The site
area i s conposed of m xed vegetation ranging fromgrassland and narshy areas to densely treed
regions. As previously outlined, PCBs are the primary contam nant of concern for Yellow Water
Road. Al so, the ground water nediumis the only nedi umof concern in this ROD, aspreviously

st at ed.

Currently, there have not been any detectable Site-associated effects on biolife in the vicinity
of the site. One primary pathway for ground water exposure would invol ve discharges into
wet | ands. Numerous wetland areas are present to the north (600 feet), west (2000 feet), and
east (800 feet). Gound water discharge to these wetlands occurs in the area. Gound water
mgration is to the west at a velocity of approxinmately 4.6 to 4.7 feet per year. PCB migration
with ground water is estimated to be a fraction of a foot per year thus mgration of the | ow
on-Site concentrations to off-Site wetland areas woul d take 4,800 years. Such migration would



be contingent upon the presence of a substantial source in excess of all detected
concentrations

Future potential ground water associ ated exposure m ght involve hunan exposure pathways that can
also be applied to terrestrial aninmal populations. Thus human activity nust occur in order to
make ground water available for consunption (i.e., watering lawns w th contam nated ground
water, filling bird baths, etc.). Due to the lipophilic properties of PCBs, mamal s and insects
woul d readily absorb PCBs directly through the skin or cuticle. Thus, such a onsite

resi denti al -based approach predicts that PCB bi oaccunul ati on woul d occur with appropriate human
intervention

Generally, investigations have shown that PCBs interfere with reproduction in phytopl ankters.

Q her observed effects in nammal s and birds include mcrosonmal enzyne induction, porphyrogenic
action, tunor pronotion, estrogenic activity, and i munosuppression. Qher adverse effects are
possi bl e since the PCBs are |ipophilic, a property, along with their stability, that leads to
bi oaccunul ati on and the possibility of long-termeffects that have not been conpletely
identified.

There are nunerous endangered or threatened species associated with the Site's county as seen in
Table 6.3.1. However none of these are currently believed to have habitats on-Site. There are

al so no known critical habitats associated with the Site area

Overall, there are no conplete pathways for exposure of critical species to site-related ground
wat er sources

Table 6.3.1

Endangered and/ or Threatened Species for Duval County Florida

Mamal s:

Fl ori da Panther (Felis concol or) Endangered

Bi rds

Bal d Eagl e (Haliaeetus | eucocephal us) Endangered

Arctic Peregrine Falcon (Fal co peregrinus) Threatened

Bachnman's Warbl er (Verm vora bachmanii) Endangered

Ivory-billed Wodpecker (Canpephilus principalis) Endangered

Red- cockaded Wbodpecker (Picoides borealis) Endangered

Reptil es:

Eastern I ndi go Snake (Drymarchon corais) Threatened

7.0 Description of Gound Water Renedial Al ternatives

The QU2 Feasibility Study report presents the results of a detailed analysis conducted on five
potential ground water renedial action alternatives for the Yellow Water Road Site. This
section of the Record of Decision presents a summary of each of the five alternatives that are

described in the FS report.

Alternative 1 - No Action
Alternative 2 - Institutional Controls and Monitoring



Alternative 3 - Filtration/Carbon Adsorption (GAC
Alternative 4 - Filtration/W Oxidation
Alternative 5 - Contingent Filtration/Carbon Adsorption (GAC)

7.1 Aternative 1 - No Action

The National Contingency Plan requires that the "no action" alternative be considered at every
site. Under the "no action" alternative, EPA would take no further action at the site to
control/nonitor the mgration ofground water contam nation or to restrict access to ground water
contam nation. This alternative serves as a baseline with which other alternatives can be
conpared. PCBs are stable in the environnment and only sl ow degradati on woul d be expected due to
natural causes. Additionally, PCBs naturally tend to sorb to soil particles with limted
nmobility in a ground water environnent.

G ound water PCB concentrations range from bel ow detection linmt to 29.4 ug/L. The correspondi ng
addi tional cancer risk associated with these concentrations is above the guideline risk range of
10[-4] to 10[-6] within and in close proximty to the forner operational area. However, as

di scussed in Subsection 2.2.5.2 of the FS Report, using the velocity cal cul ated for aqueous PCBs
(considering adsorption and advection) of 3.3 x 10[-3] ft/year, the time required for PCBs to
mgrate to the nearest downgradi ent receptor would be in excess of 100,000 years.

This alternative will not conply with the preference for treatnent pursuant to SARA; however,

t hrough natural processes, such as dispersion and attenuation, it would eventually achieve
conpliance with federal MCLs over a period of time that is in excess of 1,000 years. This
alternative will not prevent the potential migration of PCBs off-site via sedi nent transport or
| eaching of PCBs into the upper and lower water table units. In fact, this alternative wll
allow for the continued risk of exposure to contam nated ground water should soneone install a
potabl e water supply well directly in the source area

Since no action is required, this alternative is easily inplenmented with no associ ated costs.
7.2 Aternative 2 - Institutional Controls and Mnitoring

This alternative includes the inplenmentation of institutional controls and the initiation of a

l ong-termground water nonitoring programto prevent exposure of hunan health and the
environnent to PCB-contami nated ground water. As with the no action alternative, this
alternative relies on natural attenuation processes such as dispersion for the reduction of PCB
concentrations in the ground water. In addition, this alternative involves the construction of
two additional ground water nonitoring wells (MV12A and MV 12B) downgradi ent of the source area
and the construction of a security fence encircling all source wells to ensure restricted access
to the public

The three readily available nmethods that will be used for restricting access to contam nated
ground water are:

. deed restrictions;
. zoning controls; and
. wat er supply well permtting prohibitions.

A deed restriction is a negotiated addendumto an existing deed which, until renoved, indicates
that the ground water resource below the property is not considered safe for potable or other
uses. This notifies the existing property owner and any subsequent owners of the ground water



condition during the tinme that the aquifer is not usable.

Currently, Duval County has indicated that zoning ordinances are in effect in the vicinity of
the Yell ow Water Road site. These ordi nances restrict the devel opment of housing and ground
wat er withdrawal s by potential ground water users in the area using the zoning controls.
Additionally, there currently exists a formal well permtting process for the installation of
all potable water wells within the jurisdiction of the Gty of Jacksonville's Departnent of

Heal th, Wl fare, and Bi o-Environnental Services (BESD), in which the Yellow Water Road Site is
located. Also, the St. John's R ver Water Managenment District requires a well permt under
certain conditions: |If the well is equal to or greater than six inches in dianeter, and if the
well is to serve nore than one household. At present, there are no existing water supplywells
within one nmle downgradient fromthe Site.

Further controls are in place to prevent the installation of potable water wells in areas of
known contam nation. According to Florida State Regul ation 17-524, as set out in the Florida
Adm ni strative Code, Chapter 17 -524, the installation of any potable water well into

contami nated aquifers is prohibited. These institutional controls can be readily inplenented and
coordi nated through BESD and the St. John's River Water Managenent District. The inposition of
institutional controls would be through a Site custodian, deed restrictions, and either of the
two identified | ocal agencies. These controls would have to remain in effect until PCB ground
wat er concentrations declined to acceptable |levels, which EPA estinates is in excess of 1,000
years.

In addition to the institutional controls, this alternative includes the initiation of a

l ong-termground water nonitoring programto nonitor the PCB concentrations in the ground water
beneath and in close proximty to the Site. The ground water nonitoring programw |l consist of
annual nonitoring of source area wells (Mnitoring well nests M¥6, MW7, and M¥8) and at | east
one upgradient well (MW1A). In addition, future point of conpliance (POC) wells (MM9 cluster
and the newy installed MM12 cluster) would be sanmpled quarterly. This nonitoring frequency
will be maintained for a period of two years. After this two-year period, EPA will evaluate the
nmonitoring results, possibly reducing the nonitoring frequency to sem-annual. After EPA' s
five-year review, if historical data indicates stable or Non-Detect PCB concentrations, EPA wll
eval uate the use of an even | ess frequent nonitoring schedule (annual) for these POC well nests.
Al collected ground water sanples will be anal yzed for PCBs.

This alternative is administratively feasible. The required equipnent, |abor and naterial are
readily available. The estimated tineframe to conplete the construction of the additional
nmonitoring wells is one week.

This alternative will not conply with the treatnment preference stated in SARA, but woul d
represent a renedy through which eventual conpliance with federal MCLs will be achi eved over a
period of time in excess of 1,000 years. This alternative will eventually be conpliant with all
exi sting chem cal -specific Applicable or Rel evant and Appropriate Requirenents (ARARs), as
detailed in Table 8.2.1, due to the natural processes (dispersion and attenuation) that wll
serve to decrease ground water PCB concentrations with time. Alternative 2 will neet the
requirenents of all action-specific and | ocation-specific ARARs, as applicable (See Table
8.2.1).

The anticipated capital costs for this alternative would be $30,875, with a present worth
long-term Q&M cost of $345,870. The estimated total cost would be $376,745. It is noted that
for purposes of conparability and practicality, capital and present worth costs were based on
the installation of two additional nmonitoring wells. The actual nunber and pl acenent of any
additional wells to be installed will be determ ned during Renedial Design. |f EPA determnes
that nore than the two wells specified above will be needed, the cost will increase accordingly.



Al so, the present worth costs were estinated for a 30-year period; nonitoring would need to be
mai ntained for in excess of 1,000 years to attain a 0.5 ppb cleanup |evel naturally.

7.3 Aternative 3 - Filtration/Carbon Adsorption (GAC

Maj or Conponents of Renedial Alternative:

This alternative utilizes a ground water extracti on systemw th extracted ground water being
treated by filtration and granul ar activated carbon (GAC). It is estimated that a filtration
system woul d renove 70-90 percent of the suspended solids fromthe extracted ground water. The
removal of PCBs will occur in a parallel fashion with renmoval of suspended solids and sedi nents.
Any renai ning adsorbed PCBs and the | ow fraction of dissolved PCBs will be renoved through the
final polishing by a GAC

The nmaj or conponents of this alternative include:

a) the inplementation of institutional controls as described under Alternative 2;

b) the construction of two additional ground water nonitoring wells (M¥12A and MV 12B)
downgr adi ent of the forner operational area;

c) the installation of a security fence around all source area wells (Monitoring well nests
MM 6, MV7, and MV 8);

d) the design and construction of ground water extraction wells in both the Upper and Lower
Sand Units, |ocated near the western boundary of the former operational area of the Site;

e) the installation of a ground water punping system

f) the installation of a ground water filtration system

9) the installation of a GAC treatnent system

h) the installation of a treated effluent discharge system

i) the transportation and disposal of the GAC and filtration waste to a TSCA-conpli ant
landfill or incinerator on an as-required basis; and

i) the inplenmentation of a long-termground water nonitoring program as described under

Alternative 2, to verify the effectiveness of the sel ected renedy.
Managenent of Residual s:

The residual filtrate and GAC waste generated fromthe treatnent systemw |l be transported for
di sposal to a TSCA-conpliant landfill or incinerator on an as-required basis. A conprehensive

off-Site Enmergency Contingency Plan (as part of a properly enforced Site Health and Safety Pl an)
will address the potential risks associated with the accidental rel ease of these wastes during

off-Site transportation.

If treated ground water were discharged off-Site in this alternative, state and federal |aws
require that a National Pollutant Discharge Elimnation System (NPDES) permt be acquired to
ensure discharged effluent neets all necessary criteria. Consequently, effluent sanples would
need to be collected on a nonthly basis for the duration of the treatnent program It is noted
that, under the NPDES program nonitoring would not be limted to the Site-specific chenicals of



concern, but would include additional paranmeters unrelated to the Site's history, which are
found on EPA's Target Conpound and Anal yte (TCL/TAL) Ilists.

An alternative nethod of effluent discharge would be through an infiltration pond |ocated
on-Site to collect treated ground water. Specific pernitting requirenents exist for
construction and mai ntenance of an infiltration pond; however, the treated effluent nust neet
only the substantive requirements of an NPDES permt for the Site-specific chemcals of concern

Shoul d the treated effluent be discharged directly to existing drainage swal es, a sedi nent
sanpl i ng program woul d be undertaken to nonitor PCB concentrations which may accunmul ate over
tine in the environmental media. Since treated ground water woul d be discharged to the main

drai nage swal e running parallel to the Site access road (and consi dered on-Site di scharge),

sedi nent sanpl es woul d be collected on an annual basis for the duration of site renediation
activities and nonitored to ensure total PCB concentrations did not exceed a | evel of 50 ppb. In
the event that sediment PCB concentrati ons exceed 50 ppb, these materials would be renmoved and
dependent on conditions existing at that tine, new or alternative methods for treated effluent

di scharge woul d be eval uated by EPA

The actual nethod for discharge of the treated effluent will be evaluated and sel ected during
the Renmedial Design. Summary of Remedial Alternative Eval uation

This alternative is a denonstrated technology for the renoval of PCBs fromground water. It can
be relatively expensive if the GACis regularly "spent," that is, the carbon has reached the

br eakt hr ough poi nt where the PCBs no | onger adsorb to the surface of the GAC The use of a
filtration systemprior to passing through the GAC systemwill increase the life of the system
and will reduce the amount of exhausted carbon that would require off -Site disposal

The estinmated time frane for inplenentation of this alternative (construction of treatnent
systen) is eight to twelve weeks. This alternative is both technically and administratively
feasible. The requisite equipnent, |labor, and naterials are readily available

This alternative will eventually lead to conpliance with chem cal specific ARARs (federal MCL for
PCBs is 0.5 ppb); however, due to the high affinity of PCBs for the Site geologic nedia and the
denmonstrated | ow nobility of PCBs, these ARARs will not be achieved in the foreseeable future
Alternative 3 will neet the requirenments of all action-specific and location -specific ARARs
(See Table 8.2.1), as applicable, and will incorporate treatnent as a renedi al conponent
pursuant to SARA. This alternative protects human health and the environnent by inplenenting
institutional controls and ground water nonitoring.

The anticipated capital cost for this alternative as presented in the Feasibility Study is
$425, 750, with a present worth | ong-term O&M cost of $920,975. The estimated total cost is
$1,346,725. It is noted that for purposes of conparability and practicality, capital and
present worth costs were based on two additional nonitoring wells and two extraction wells. The

actual nunmber and placenent of any additional well installations will be determ ned during
Remedi al Design. |f EPA determines that nore than the four wells specified above will be
needed, the cost will increase accordingly. Also, the present worth costs were estimated for a

30-year period; treatnment will need to be maintained for in excess of 1,000 years to attain a
0.5 ppb cl eanup | evel

7.4 Aternative 4 - Filtration/ W Oxidation
Maj or Conponents of Renedial Alternative:

This alternative processes the extracted ground water through a filtration systemand a



Utra-Violet (UV) Oxidation systemwhere the PCBs woul d be dechl orinated using a strong oxidi zer
and a W light. As with Aliternative 3, the filtration systemwould renove 70-90 percent of the
suspended solids in the extracted ground water and the adsorbed PCBs in ground water prior to
treatnent by the W xidation system Any renaining adsorbed PCBs and the |ow fraction of

di ssol ved PCBs will be renoved through the final polishing by W Oxidation. As with Alternative
3, this alternative will require in excess of 1,000 years of operation to attain the 0.5 ppb
federal MCL, the cleanup |level established for the Site.

The nmaj or conponents of this alternative include:
a) the inplementation of institutional controls as described under Alternative 2;

b) the construction of two additional ground water nonitoring wells (M¥12A and MV 12B)
downgr adi ent of the forner operational area;

c) the installation of a security fence around all source area wells (Mnitoring well nests
MM 6, MV7, and MV 8);

d) the design and construction of ground water extraction wells in both the Upper and Lower
Sand Units, |ocated near the western boundary of the former operational area of the Site;

e) the installation of a ground water punping system

f) the installation of a ground water filtration system

9) the installation of a W xidation treatnent system

h) the installation of a treated effluent discharge system

i) the transportation and disposal of the filtration waste to a TSCA-conpliant facility on an

as-required basis; and

i) the inplenmentation of a long-termground water nonitoring program as described under
Alternative 2, to verify the effectiveness of the sel ected renedy.

Managenent of Residual s:

The residual filtrate generated fromthe treatnent systemw |l be transported for disposal to a
TSCA-conpliant facility on an as-required basis. A conprehensive off-Site Energency Contingency
Plan (as part of a properly enforced Site Health and Safety Plan) will address the potenti al
ri sks associated with the accidental release of these wastes during off Site transportation.

This alternative will require proper disposal of treated ground water as described for
Alternative 3 in Section 7.3, Managenent of Residuals. |If the treated effluent is discharged
off-Site, an NPDES permit will be required. If the effluent is discharged on-Site to an
infiltration pond or the existing drainage swale, only the substantive requirenents of such a
permt will have to be net. |In addition, this alternative would require a sedi ment sanpling
program as outlined for Alternative 3 in Section 7.3, should the treated effluent be di scharged
to the existing drainage swale. The actual nethod for discharge of the treated effluent will be
eval uated and sel ected during the Renedi al Design.

Summary of Renedial Alternative Eval uation:

This alternative is a denonstrated technology for the renoval of PCBs fromground water. A high



suspended solid content in the ground water will lower the efficiency of the U/ Oxidation
treatnment systemto renove PCBs. Thus, it is necessary to use a settling tank/filtration system
prior to passing the ground water through the UV Oxidation treatnent system

The estinmated time frane to conplete construction of this alternative would be eight to twelve
weeks. This alternative is both technically and administratively feasible. The requisite
equi pnent, labor, and nmaterials are readily available

In obtaining ARARs, this alternative is identical to Alternative 3 in that it will eventually
lead to conpliance with chem cal -specific ARARs (federal MCL for PCBs is 0.5 ppb); however, due
to the high affinity of PCBs for the Site geologic nedia and the denonstrated | ow nobility of
PCBs, these ARARs will not be achieved in the foreseeable future. Aternative 4 will neet the
requirenents of all action-specific and | ocation-specific ARARs (See Table 8.2.1), as
applicable, and will incorporate treatnment as a renedi al conponent pursuant to SARA. This
alternative protects human health and the environment by inplenenting institutional controls and
ground water nonitoring

The anticipated capital costs for this alternative would be $588,575, with a present worth
long-term O&M cost of $1, 054,996. The estinated total cost would be $1,643,571. It is noted
that for purposes of conparability and practicality, capital and present worth costs were based
on two additional nmonitoring wells and two extraction wells. The actual nunmber and pl acerment of
any additional well installations will be determ ned during Renedial Design. |f EPA determ nes
that nore than the four wells specified above will be needed, the cost will increase
accordingly. Also, the present worth costs were estinmated for a 30-year period; treatment will
need to be maintained for in excess of 1,000 years to attain a 0.5 ppb cleanup |evel

7.5 Aternative 5 - Contingent Filtration/Carbon Adsorption (GAC

Maj or Conponents of Renedial Alternative:

This alternative utilizes institutional controls, long-termnonitoring and construction of a
ground water extraction systemif PCBs at specified point of conpliance (POC) wells are
confirned to exceed the federal MCL of 0.5 ppb. This alternative is identical to Alternative 3
with the exception of the contingency inposed on inplenentation of the treatnent system It is
estimated that a filtration systemwould renove 70-90 percent of the suspended solids fromthe
extracted ground water. The renoval of PCBs would occur in a parallel fashion with renoval of
suspended sol ids and sedi ments. Any remaining adsorbed PCBs and the | ow fracti on of dissolved
PCBs woul d be renoved through the final polishing by a GAC

Initially, and perhaps ultimately, renedial activities for this alternative will include
a) the inposition of institutional controls as described under Alternative 2
b) the construction of two additional ground water nonitoring wells (M¥12A and MV 12B)

downgr adi ent of the forner operational area;

c) the installation of a security fence around all source area wells (Monitoring well nests
MM 6, MV¥7, and M¥8); and

d) the inplenmentation of a long-termground water nonitoring program as described in
Alternative 2, to verify the effectiveness of the sel ected renedy.

If Alternative 5 were fully inplenmented, the additional remedial activities would include

e) the design and construction of ground water extraction wells in both the Upper and Lower



Sand Units, |ocated near the western boundary of the former operational area of the Site;

f) the installation of a ground water punping system

9) the installation of a ground water filtration system

h) the installation of a GAC treatnent system

i) the installation of a treated effluent discharge system and

i) the transportation and disposal of the GAC and filtration waste to a TSCA-conpl i ant
landfill or incinerator on an as-required basis.

The inplenmentation of itens e) through j) of this alternative would be contingent upon
confirmation of PCBs at downgradi ent conpliance nonitoring wells. These point of conpliance
(POCO) wells (MM9A, 9B, and the newly installed wells, MM12A and M¥12B) will be sanpl ed
quarterly for PCBs. Confirmatory sanpling must occur within sixty days of receipt of the
original nmonitoring results that show el evated PCB concentrati ons.

The nonitoring frequency for these POC wells will be maintained for a period of two years. At
the end of the two-year period, if historical data fromthe source area wells indicate PCB
concentrations are stable or declining with time, EPA will consider a | ess frequent POC

noni toring schedul e (semannual). After EPA's five-year review, and again if PCB concentrations
in source area wells continue to be stable or decline, the nonitoring frequency nmay be altered
by EPA to allow only annual nonitoring of POC wells. Al collected ground water sanples will be
anal yzed for PCBs. For evaluation and costing purposes only, it has been assuned that two
additional nonitoring wells will be installed under itemb). The exact nunber and location will
be eval uated and selected in the Renedial Design and the costs adjusted accordingly.

The I ong-term ground water nonitoring program described under itemd) will be identical to that
descri bed under Alternative 2, Section 7.2, consisting of annual nonitoring of source area wells
(Monitoring well nests M¥6, MW7, and MW¥8) and at | east one upgradient well (M¥1A). Al

coll ected ground water sanples will be anal yzed for PCBs.

Managenent of Residual s:

If fully inplenmented, the residual filtrate and GAC waste generated fromthe treatnment system
woul d be transported for disposal to a TSCA conpliant landfill or incinerator on an as-required
basis. A conprehensive of f-Site Energency Contingency Plan (as part of a properly enforced Site
Heal th and Safety Plan) woul d address the potential risks associated with the accidental rel ease
of these wastes during off-Site transportation.

If fully inplenmented, this alternative would require proper disposal of treated ground water as
described for Alternative 3 in Section 7.3, Managenent of Residuals. |If the treated effluent is
di scharged off-Site, an NPDES pernit would be required. |If the effluent is discharged on-Site
toan infiltration pond or the existing drai nage swales, only the substantive requirenents of
such a permt would have to be net. |In addition, this alternative would require a sedi nent
sanpling program as outlined for Alternative 3 in Section 7.3, should the treated effluent be
di scharged to the existing drai nage swal es. The actual nethod for discharge of the treated
effluent woul d be eval uated and sel ected during the Renedial Design, if warranted.

Summary of Renedial Alternative Eval uation:

This alternative, if fully inplenented, is a denonstrated technol ogy for the renoval of PCBs



fromground water. It can be relatively expensive if the GACis regularly "spent", that is, the
carbon has reached the breakthrough point where the PCBs no | onger adsorb to the surface of the
GAC. The use of a filtration systemprior to passing through the GAC systemw || increase the
life of the systemand will reduce the anount of exhausted carbon that would require off-Site

di sposal

The estimated tinme frane for inplenentation of the first phase of this remedy (construction of
nmonitoring systen) is one week. |If phase two is to be initiated, an additional seven to el even
weeks woul d be required for construction of the ground water treatnent system This alternative
is both technically and adm nistratively feasible. The requisite equipnent, |abor, and
materials are readily avail abl e

This alternative will eventually lead to conpliance with chem cal specific ARARs (federal MCL
for PCBs is 0.5 ppb); however, due to the high affinity of PCBs for the Site geol ogi c nedia and
the denonstrated | ow nobility of PCBs, these ARARs will not be achieved in the foreseeable
future. It is noted that initiation of phase two of this renedy, the active ground water
treatnent, would only have a marginal effect on cleanup of the Surficial Aquifer Systemand, as
descri bed under Alternative 3, would take in excess of 1,000 years of operation to eventually
achi eve cleanup goals. Under this scenario, the initiation of the treatnent systemwoul d be for
cont ai nnent pur poses only.

Alternative 5 neets the requirenents of all action-specific and | ocation-specific ARARs (See
Table 8.2.1), as applicable, and, if fully inplenmented, would incorporate treatnent as a
remedi al conponent pursuant to SARA. This alternative protects human health and the environnent
by inplenmenting institutional controls and ground water nonitoring.

The initial, and perhaps only, anticipated capital costs for this alternative would be $30, 875
with a present worth long-term C&M cost of $345,870. The initial estimated total cost woul d be
$376,745. If the alternative were fully inplenented, the additional capitol costs and O & M
costs woul d be $394, 875 and $575, 105, respectively. It is noted that for purposes of
conparability and practicality, capital and present worth costs were based on two additiona
monitoring wells and two extraction wells. The actual nunber and pl acenment of any additional
wells to be installed will be determ ned during Renedial Design. |If EPA determi nes that nore
than the four wells specified above are necessary, the cost will increase accordingly. A so, the
present worth costs were estinmated for a 30-year period; treatnent woul d need to benai ntai ned
for in excess of 1,000 years to attain a 0.5 ppb cleanup | evel

8.0 Conparative Analysis of Gound Water Renedial Al ternatives

A detail ed conparative analysis was performed on the five (5) ground water renedia
alternatives devel oped during the FS and the nodifications submitted during the public coment
period using the nine evaluation criteria set forth in the NCP. The advant ages and

di sadvant ages of each alternative were conpared to identify the alternative with the best

bal ance anong these nine criteria. A glossary of the evaluation criteria is provided in Table
8.1. According to the NCP, the first 2 criteria are |abeled "Threshold Criteria", relating to
statutory requirenents that each alternative nust satisfy in order to be eligible for selection
The next 5 criteria are labeled "Prinmary Balancing Oriteria”, which are technical criteria upon
which the detailed analysis is prinarily based. The final 2 criteria are known as "Modifying
Criteria", assessing the public's and State agency's acceptance of the alternative. Based on
these final 2 criteria, EPA may nodify aspects of the specific alternative.

A summary of the relative performance of each alternative with respect to the nine eval uation
criteriais provided in the foll owing subsections. A conparison is nmade between each of the
alternatives for achi evenent of a specific criterion



8.1 COverall Protection of Human Heal th and the Environnent

This criterion addresses whether each alternative provi des adequate protecti on of human health
and the environnent and describes how risks are elimnated, reduced, or controlled, through
treatnent, engineering controls, and/or institutional controls

PCBs, which have the consistency of heavy oil to wax at roomtenperature, are bound to geol ogic
matter at the Site in a separate phase fromthe ground water and can nost |ikely not be
extracted fromthe aquifer in significant quantities at this tine. It is for this reason that
it is nost likely technically infeasible to renove PCB contami nation to levels that are
protective of hunman health and the environment in the foreseeable Table 8.1

GLOSSARY OF EVALUATION CRI TERI A
THRESHOLD CRI TERI A

Overall Protection of Human Health and the Environment - addresses whether or not a renmedy
provi des adequate protection and descri bes how ri sks posed through each pathway are elim nated
reduced, or controlled through treatnent, engineering controls or institutional controls.

Conpl i ance with ARARs - addresses whether or not a renedy will neet all of the applicable or
rel evant and appropriate requirenents of other federal and state environnental statutes and/or
provi des grounds for invoking a waiver

PRI VARY BALANCI NG CRI TERI A

Long- Term Ef f ecti veness and Pernanence - refers to the nagnitude of residual risk and the
ability of a renedy to naintain reliable protection of human health and the environnent over
tine once cl eanup goal s have been net.

Reduction of Toxicity, Mbility, or Volunme Through Treatnent addresses the antici pated
performance of the treatnent technol ogi es that may be enployed in a renedy.

Short-Term Effectiveness - refers to the speed with which the renedy achi eves protection, as
well as the renedy's potential to create adverse inpacts on hunan health and the environnent
that may result during the construction and i npl enentation period

Inmpl emrentability - is the technical and adm nistrative feasibility of a renmedy, including the
availability of nmaterials and services needed toi npl enent the chosen sol ution

Cost - includes capital and operation and nmi ntenance costs.
M2DI FYI NG CRI TERI A

State Acceptance - indicates whether the State concurs with, opposes, or has no comment on the
Proposed Pl an

Community Acceptance - the Responsiveness Summary in the appendi x of the Record of Decision
reviews the public coments received fromthe Proposed Plan public neeting and the public
comrent period. future. MNone of the renedies evaluated will in all probability elimnate the
ri sks due to PCBs in the ground water

Al of the alternatives, with the exception of the "No Action" alternative, would provide
protection of human health and the environment by restricting exposure to contam nated ground



wat er through institutional controls and a ground water nonitoring program These controls
woul d have to remain in effect until PCB ground water concentrations declined to acceptable
| evel s.

Alternatives 3, 4 and 5 will prevent the mgration of PCB contam nated ground water away from
the source area, yet their active operation wll produce contam nated waste by-products that
will require staging, transport and disposal, or treatment. Wile Alternatives 3, 4 and 5
enpl oy treatnment as a renedi al conponent, the affinity of PCBs for solid naterial coupled with
t he hydrogeol ogi ¢ characteristics of the Site renders treatnent for conplete PCB renoval
ineffective. The extraction/treatnent systens would be utilized as a means by which the

PCB- cont am nat ed ground water can be contai ned. Renmedi ati on of the ground water to acceptable
heal th based | evels woul d not be achieved in the foreseeable future (less than 1,000 years).

The No Action alternative fails to provide any controls to restrict exposure to the contan nated
ground water. Alternatives 2, 3, 4, and 5 rely on institutional controls and nonitoring for
protection of hunman health and the environnent until contam nant |evels naturally dissipate to

| evel s bel ow the MCL.

Thus, all factors considered, Alternatives 2, 3, 4 and 5 are equally protective and slightly
better than Alternative 1 since they each have access restrictions and nonitoring conponents.

8.2 Conpliance with Applicable or Rel evant and Appropriate Requirenments (ARARs)

This criterion addresses whether or not an alternative will meet all ARARs of other federal and
state environnental statutes or provide a basis for invoking a waiver. Each alternative was
eval uated for conpliance with ARARs, including chem cal-specific, action-specific, and

| ocation-specific ARARs. These ARARs are presented in Table 8.2.1. ARARs are broken down in the
table into federal and state regul ations.

Because of the infeasibility of renoving sufficient amounts of PCBs fromthe aquifer for
treatnent, none of the alternatives are estimated to conply with the Safe Drinking Water Act
(SbWA), 40 C.F.R Part 141, Primary Drinking Water Standards for PCBs, for the ground water
located directly beneath the source area (forner operational area) within the foreseeabl e
future. The Maxi mum Contam nant Level (ML) set for PCBs, which is 0.5 ug/L or ppb, will nost
likely not be attained beneath the source area by any of the alternatives within a reasonabl e
tineframe (less than 1,000 years).

EPA wai ves the requirenents of 40 CF. R Part 141 for the ground water |ocated beneath and in
close proximty to the source area according to 40 CF. R 300.430(f)(1)(ii)(O©(3). This waiver
applies solely to the ground water beneath the source area and will remain in effect until such
tine as active renedi al neasures provi de sone advantage to attai ning the ARAR Justification for
the waiver is based on the fact that attainnent of the MCL is technically inpracticable for
several reasons, including: (1) the sorptive nature of PCBs to geologic matter; (2) the limted
area of ground water contami nation that exists; (3) the lack of evidence supporting continued
contami nant mgration; and (4) the trend towards naturally decreasing PCB concentrations in the
ground water. The benefit gained frominmediate inplenentation of a punp and treat systemfor
renmoval of PCBs fromthe ground water woul d be margi nal at best due to the affinity for PCBs to
Site geologic nmatter.

Alternatives 2, 3, 4 and 5 will attain their respective federal and state ARARs due to the

inpl enentation of institutional controls and restricted Site access. Both neasures will ensure
that there is no potential for future exposure to ground water containing PCB concentrations in
excess of federal and state ARARs pronul gated under the SDWA and Fl orida Drinking Water
Standards, respectively. Alternatives 3, 4 and 5 ranked hi gher than the other two since they all



have a treatnent component pursuant to SARA
8.3 Long-Term Ef fecti veness and Per nanence

Long-term effecti veness and pernmanence refers to the ability of an alternative to maintain
reliable protection of human health and the environnent over tine, once cleanup | evel s have been
met .

Alternatives 3, 4 and 5 provide greater long-termeffectiveness and pernmanence than the other
two alternatives; however, the affinity of PCBs to naturally occurring solids predi sposes any
ground water extraction and treatnent systemto be only margi nally successful. There would be
sone PCBs extracted with the filtered suspended solids; however, the effectiveness of these
alternatives for ground water containnent relative to natural processes would be marginal at
best. In fact, as presented in the FS Report, contam nant mgration nodels indicate that it
woul d take approxinmately 1,000 years for the edge of a 0.5 ppb PCB plunme to be observed only 40
feet fromthe Site source area

Alternative 2 is nore effective than Alternative 1 in the long-termdue to the enforcenent of
institutional controls and the inplenentation of an active nonitoring system The No Action
alternative was the |least effective in achieving the long-termeffectiveness and pernanence
criterion. No Action |leaves the potential risk associated with the site ground water in an
unaltered state

8.4 Reduction of Toxicity, Mbility, or Vol une

This is the anticipated performance of the treatnment technol ogies an alternative may enpl oy.
The degree of reduction of toxicity, nobility or volune through treatnent varies dependi ng on
the nethods of ground water extraction and treatnent enpl oyed.

As di scussed previously, some PCBs woul d be extracted using a punp and treat system
Alternatives 3, 4 and 5 offer active reduction in nobility of PCB-contam nated ground water,
resulting in a higher ranking than Alternatives 1 and 2 for this criterion

Alternatives 3, 4 and 5 utilize filtration and final "polishing" as the treatnent process for
extracted ground water. Carbon Adsorption (GAC) is the final polishing systemused in
Alternatives 3 and 5, and W Oxidation is utilized in Alternative 4. Alternatives 3, 4 and 5
woul d reduce the mobility of the PCBs by inducing inward or negative flowin the vicinity of the
contami nation, preventing the spread of contam nated ground water off-Site. However, again the
effectiveness of Alternatives 3, 4 and 5 relative to Aliternatives 1 and 2 is narginal due to the
chem stry of PCBs andthe effectiveness of natural attenuation nechanisns.

Alternatives 1 and 2 are considered equival ent since there would be no active reduction in
toxicity, mobility or volunme of on-Site PCBs in ground water with these alternatives.

Reduction in toxicity and volunme is at best marginal for Alternatives 3, 4 and 5 when conpared
to Alternatives 1 and 2.

8.5 Short-Term Effectiveness

This criterion refers to the period of tine needed to conpletely achi eve protection and any
adverse inpacts on hunman health and the environnent that may be posed during the construction
and i npl ementation period until cleanup objectives are achieved. The follow ng factors were
used to evaluate the short-termeffectiveness of each alternative: protection of the comrunity
during renmedi al actions, protection of workers during remedi al actions, environnental inpacts



frominplenentation of alternatives, and the tine until renedial action objectives are net.

Wth respect to protection of the community, the No Action alternative rates nost favorably for
this criterion since no construction activities would occur. However, it is |least effective in
reference to the tinme in which the remedy woul d achi eve protection. Aternative 2 ranked second
best only because of the potential inconvenience inposition of institutional controls may cause
area residents

The construction activities for Aliternatives 3, 4 and possibly 5 would pose a minimal risk to
the surroundi ng conmmunity; however, the ground water treatment systens utilized in Alternatives
3, 4 and possibly 5 will produce contam nated waste by-products that will require staging
transport and disposal, or treatnent. Handling of these waste by-products nay pose an
additional risk to the coomunity of off-Site transportation and potential spillage. In each
alternative, the protection of Site personnel would be afforded by the use of appropriate safety
equi pnrent to be worn at all tines while working in contam nated areas. A properly inplenmented
health and safety programwoul d al so provide for additional protection of personnel

Adverse inpact to the environnent would be negligible for each alternative. Environnenta
inmpact, if any, would arise fromdust particulate em ssions at the Site and any accidenta

rel eases during transportation of the waste by-products to the TSCA-conpliant landfill. A
properly inplenented health and safety programwoul d address air nonitoring requirenents on site
and an off-site Energency Contingency Plan woul d address any off-site rel ease procedures.

Alternative 3 was the | east effective alternative since it would generate the nost anmount of
wast e by-product that woul d require additional renediation

8.6 |Inplenentability

This is the technical and adm nistrative feasibility of an alternative, including the
avail ability of goods and services needed to inplenment the solution

Al the alternatives are both technically and administratively feasible; however, Aternative 1
(No Action) would require the | east anmount of effort and, therefore, is nost effective for this
criterion. This is followed by Alternative 2 which would only require sone adm nistrative
requirenents and inplementation of nonitoring. Alternative 5 would be easier to inplenment than
Alternatives 3 and 4 since initially (and perhaps ultimately) only nonitoring and institutiona
controls would be required. Alternatives 3 and 4 woul d be considered the | east inplenentable
due to the necessary extraction and treatnment equi pnent required; although Alternative 3 is
slightly nmore effective than Alternative 4 since the GAC treatnent system nay be anenable to
assenbly of pre-constructed and sized conponents.

8.7 Cost

The following alternatives were assessed on a total cost basis using the estinated capital cost
to performthe renedial work and the present worth cost for operation and nai nt enance costs,
using a five percent discounted rate over a 30-year period. Table 8.7.1 details the capital and
O & Mcosts for the 5 ground water renmedial alternatives. It is noted that for Alternatives 2
through 5, cost estinmates were also based on the installation of two additional nonitoring wells
and two extraction wells, although additional wells may be required, as determ ned during
Remedi al Design. Also, it is noted that for Alternatives 3 through 5, cost estimtes were based
on a 30-year period, yet treatnent would be required for a period in excess of 1,000 years.

Alternative 4 (Filtration/W Oxidation) is the nost expensive ground water renedial alternative
at $1.6 nillion. The cost for Alternatives 3 and 5 (if fully inplenented) are slightly |less



than the cost for Alternative 4 and offer a conparable degree of protection. Aternatives 2 and
5 (initially) are substantially | ess expensive than Alternatives 3 and 4, yet provide a

conpar abl e degree of protection because of the margi nal benefit gained fromactively renediating
PCBs in ground water. Alternative 1 is the |least costly and provides the | east anmount of
protection.

8.8 State Acceptance

This indi cates whether, based on review of the Rl Report, FS Report, and Proposed Plan, the U S
EPA and FDER agree on the preferred alternative. EPA and FDER are in agreenent on the sel ected
alternative.

8.9 Comunity Acceptance

This indicates the public's support of a given alternative. This criterion is addressed in the
Responsi veness Summary, Appendi x A of this docunent.

Based on comments nade by citizens and governnent officials at the public neeting held on May
18, 1990, and those received during the public comment period, the Agency perceives that the

community believes that the overall selected remedy of Contingent Filtration/ Carbon Adsorption
(GAQ) for contaminated ground water will effectively protect hunman heal th and the environnent.

9.0 Sel ected Renedy

Based upon consi deration of the requirenments of CERCLA, the detailed analysis of the renedi al
alternatives and public comments, EPA has selected Alternative 5 as the appropriate renedi al
alternative for ground water at the Yell ow Water Road Site. Aternative 5 provides short and
long-term protection of hunan health and the environnent frompotential threats associated with
direct contact (ingestion) of the PCB-contam nated ground water, and provides for imediate
initiation of active restoration/contai nment should the contami nated ground water mgrate
outside of the former operational area.

Initially, and perhaps ultimately, renedial activities for Alternative 5, as nodified by the
incorporation of comments received fromthe governing state agency, include the follow ng:

a) the inposition of institutional controls as described under Alternative 2, Section 7.2;
b) the construction of four additional ground water nonitoring wells downgradi ent of the

former operational area, two wells (MW 13A and 13B) will be located 20 feet downgradi ent
of MW7 and two wells (MM 12A and 12B) | ocated 20 feet downgradient of MNS8;

c) the installation of a security fence around all source area wells (Monitoring well nests
MM 6, MV¥7, and M¥8); and
d) the inplenmentation of a long-termground water nonitoring program as described in

Alternative 2 and nodified below, to verify the effectiveness of the sel ected renedy.

If Alternative 5 were fully inplenented, the additional renedial activities
woul d i ncl ude:

e) the design and construction of ground water extraction wells in both the Upper and Lower
Sand Units, |ocated near the western boundary of the former operational area of the Site;

f) the installation of a ground water punping system



9) the installation of a ground water filtration system

h) the installation of a GAC treatnent systemn

i) the installation of a treated effluent discharge system and

i) the transportation and disposal of the GAC and filtration waste to a TSCA-conpl i ant
landfill or incinerator on an as-required basis.

The inplenmentation of itens e) through j) of this alternative would be contingent upon
confirmation of PCBs at downgradi ent conpliance nonitoring wells. These point of conpliance
(POC) wells (MM10A, 10B, and the four newy installed wells, MM12 A 12B, 13A, and 13B) wil
be sanpled quarterly for PCBs. Confirmatory sanpling nust occur within sixty days of receipt of
the original nonitoring results that show PCB concentrations at or above the 0.5 ppb MCL.

The nonitoring frequency for these POC wells will be maintained for a period of two years. At
the end of the two-year period, if historical data fromthe source area wells indicate PCB
concentrations are stable or declining with time, EPA will consider a | ess frequent POC

noni toring schedul e (semannual). After EPA's five-year review, and again if PCB concentrations
in source area wells continue to be stable or decline, the nonitoring frequency nmay be altered
by EPA to allow only annual nonitoring of POC wells. Al collected groundwater sanples wll be
anal yzed for PCBs.

The long-term ground water nonitoring programdescribed under itemd) will consist of quarterly
nonitoring of source area wells (Mnitoring well nests MM6, M¥7, MW8, MM11l) and at | east one
upgradient well nest (MM). The nonitoring frequency for these source area wells will be

mai ntained for a period of two years. At the end of the two-year period, if historical data
indicate PCB concentrations are stable or declining with tinme, EPAwll consider a | ess frequent
source area nonitoring schedule (sem-annual). After EPA' s five-year review, and again if PCB
concentrations in source area wells continue to be stable or decline, the nonitoring frequency
may be altered by EPA to allow only annual nonitoring of source area wells. Al collected
ground water sanples will be anal yzed for PCBs.

Due to the sorptive nature of PCBs, the geol ogic characteristics of the Site, the anticipated
decrease in ground water PCB concentrations over tine, the linmted area of ground water

contami nation, and the | ack of evidence supporting the concept of continued PCB-migration within
the aquifer, EPA deternmined that the benefit of immediately inplenenting a conventional ground
water punp and treat systemat the Site would be narginal at best in conparison to the results
obtained fromthe naturally occurring attenuation nechani sns such as di spersion

At this tine, inplenentation of a conventional punp and treat systemwould be for contai nnent
purposes only, due to the current technical inpracticability of renoving PCBs from ground water
As part of the remedy, should PCBs be confirned in any of the designated Point of Conpliance
(POC) wells at or above the SDWA MCL of 0.5 ppb, a punp and treat system woul d be desi gned and
inpl enented to ensure protection of human health and environnment by elimnating the threat of
PCB mgration in the ground water. "Treatnment" of the contam nated ground water woul d be
acconpl i shed by passing it through a treatment process simlar to that shown in figures 9.1 and
9.2 and woul d extend beyond the points of conpliance at the operational area boundari es,
actively containing the contam nated ground water within Site boundaries. After being passed
through a filtration systemfor renoval of the suspended solids and adsorbed PCBs, the ground
wat er woul d be passed through a series of carbon adsorption units, which contain granular
activated carbon (GAC) and operate in a downward series node, for renoval of the renaining
contami nants. Treated ground water woul d either be discharged to on-Site infiltration ponds or
drai nage swal es, or to off-Site receptors. Should off-Site discharge be the chosen option, an



NPDES pernmt woul d be required

Referring to Table 5.3.1, the Site-related contam nant of concern has a Maxi num Cont am nant
Level (MCL) as pronul gated under the Safe Drinking Water Act (40 C.F.R 141,143). The ML for
PCBs is 0.5 ppb and will be used as the renedi ation |l evel for the contam nant at and beyond the
points of conpliance to the Site boundaries. Punping and treating would be utilized to contain
the contam nation, and therefore, would continue until the renediation | evel for PCBs (0.5 ppb)
i s achi eved.

Initial construction activities for the inplenentation of the ground water nonitoring program
are estimated to be conpleted in one week. If the treatment phase is warranted, an additional 8
to 11 weeks will be required to conplete the construction activities.

For purposes of conparability and practicality, capital and present worth costs were based on
the installation of two

additional nonitoring wells and two extraction wells. Table 9.1 details the cost analysis
summary for Alternative 5 as presented in the Feasibility Study. After further consideration of
comrent s recei ved during the public comment period, two additional nmonitoring wells were deened
necessary, thus increasing the total present worth cost by $30,875, for a total present worth
cost of $1,377,600. It is noted, that if EPA determ nes during renedial design that nore than
the four nmonitoring or two extraction wells specified above are necessary, the cost of the
remedy will increase accordingly. Also, the present worth costs were estimated for a 30-year
period; treatnent, if inplenmented, would need to be naintained for in excess of 1,000 years to
attain a 0.5 ppb cl eanup | evel

Long-term ground water operation and nai ntenance activities will include quarterly nonitoring
for a mninmumof two years. At that tine EPAwill evaluate the feasibility of using a |ess
frequent nonitoring schedule for the duration of the long-termground water nonitoring program
Long-term operati on and mai ntenance requirenents are expected for the recommended alternative
for this operable unit. Mnitoring will determne the effectiveness of natural processes and
the inplemented contingent punp and treat systemat reducing mgration of PCBs in the ground
water and potentially renediate ground water to neet the MCL. An Qperation and Mai ntenance Pl an
wi Il be devel oped during the Renedi al Design/ Renedial Action tasks.

Due to the strong binding nature of PCBs, it is technically inpossible at this time to devel op
an alternative which will remove PCBs fromthe ground water to | evel s EPA deens acceptable in a
reasonabl e amount of tine. The selected contingent ground water extraction systemwould renove
sone of the PCBs in the aquifer; however, conplete renoval to health-based | evels woul d not
occur within the foreseeable future.

Desi gn Consi der ati ons
To insure that the design of the system if warranted by confirmation of PCB migration at the

Site, is optimzed, nodifications nay be considered prior to invoking contingency neasures. Any
or all of the below nmay be enpl oyed:

a) at individual wells where cleanup goal s have been attained, punping nmay be di sconti nued
b) alternative punping at wells to elimnate stagnati on points;
c) pul se punping to allow aquifer equilibration and to all ow adsorbed contam nants to

partition into ground water; and



d) installation of additional extraction wells to facilitate or accelerate cleanup of the
cont am nant pl une.

e) an innovative ground water recovery systemto enhance the recovery of PCB ground water

Table 9.1

COST ANALYSI S SUMVARY
ALTERNATI VE 5
CONTI NGENT FI LTRATI QN GAC
YELLOW WATER ROAD SI TE, BALDWN, FLORI DA

Estimated Estinmated

O&M Capi t al Tota
Item Description Costs Cost Cost
Sunmari zed Costs
Phase | - Mnitoring Vells
1. Direct Capital and Contingency Costs $ 0 $ 23,750 $23, 750
2. Indirect Capital Costs 0 7,125 7,125
3. Operation and Mii ntenance Costs 345, 870 0 345, 870
Subtotal : Phase | Costs $ 345,870 $ 30,875 $376, 745
Phase Il - Contingent G oundwater Treatnent
1. Direct Capital and Contingency Costs 0 303, 750 303, 750
2. Indirect Capital Costs 0 91, 125 91, 125
3. Qperation and Mi ntenance Costs 575, 105 0 575, 105
Subtotal : Phase Il Costs $ 575,105 $ 394,875 $969, 980
TOTAL COST $ 920,975 $ 425,750 $1, 346, 725

Conti ngency Measures

Due to the hydrogeol ogi cal characteristics of the Site and the chem cal nature of PCBs, it has
been determ ned that the portion of the surficial aquifer beneath the forner operational area
and the surrounding acreage incorporating the Site can not be restored through known
conventional neans to its beneficial use in the foreseeable future. Thus, all of the follow ng
neasures invol ving | ong-term nanagenent may occur, for an indefinite period of tine, as a

nodi fication to the selected remedy and/ or the contingent treatnment system

a) engi neering controls such as physical barriers, or long-termgradient control provided by
I ow | evel punping, as containment neasures; and



b) peri odic reeval uation of renedi al technol ogies, including innovative technol ogies, for
restoration of PCB-contami nated ground water

The decision to invoke any or all of these neasures nay be nade during periodic review of the
remedi al action, which will occur in accordance with CERCLA Section 121 (c), 42 U S.C 9621 (c),
whi ch specifies that a formal review be conducted at |east every five years for sites with
contam nants renai ni ng above heal th-based | evels. Additionally, reeval uation of possible
groundwat er renedi al technologies will occur prior to inplenentation of the contingent punp and
treat system |If any or all of these nmeasures are determned to be appropriate, an Expl anation
of Significant Difference (ESD) or a ROD Anendnent will be issued to docunent these nmeasures and
informthe public.

10.0 Statutory Determnations

Under its legal authority, EPA's prinmary responsibility at Superfund sites is to undertake
renmedi al actions that achieve adequate protection of hunan health and the environnent. In

addi tion, Section 121 of CERCLA establishes several other statutory requirenents and
preferences. These specify that when conplete, the selected renedial action for this Site nust
comply with applicable or rel evant and appropriate environnental standards established under
federal and state environnmental |laws unless a statutory waiver is justified. The selected
remedy nust al so be cost effective and utilize pernmanent solutions and alternative treatnent

t echnol ogi es or resource recovery technol ogies to the maxi mumextent practicable. Finally, the
statute includes preference for renedi es that enploy treatnments that pernanently and
significantly reduce the toxicity, nmobility or volune of hazardous wastes as their principle
element. The follow ng sections discuss how the selected remedy for this Site neets these
statutory requirenents.

10.1 Protection of Human Health and the Environnent

The sel ected remedy of contingent filtration/carbon adsorption of the ground water protects
human health and the environnent through the inposition of institutional controls and ground
water nonitoring. Restricted access to both the Site and the ground water below elimnates the
threat of direct contact (ingestion) of the PCB-contam nated ground water to current and future
I andowners in the vicinity of the Site. Should PCB migration begin to occur, the contingent
punp and treat systemwi |l be imrediately inplemented, elimnating the potential ingestion
threats to downgradi ent receptors.

I mpl erentation of Alternative 5 will not pose any unacceptable short-termrisks or cross-nedia
inpacts to the Site, the workers, or the comunity that cannot be readily controlled. Should
the contingent treatnent systembe inplenented, potential risks associated with transportation
of waste by-products and di scharge of treated ground water off-Site will be mnimzed by
follow ng the respective Health & Safety and D scharge Pernmit Pl ans.

10.2 Conpliance with Applicable or Relevant and Appropriate Requirenments (ARARs)

Section 121 (d)(2)(A) of CERCLA incorporates into the |aw the CERCLA Conpliance Policy, which
specifies that Superfund renedial actions nust neet any federal and state standards,
requirenents, criteria, or limtations that are deternmined to be legally applicable or rel evant
and appropriate requirenents (ARARs). Also included is the provision that state ARARs nust be
met if they are nore stringent than federal requirenents.

ARARs for treating or managi ng PCB-contam nated naterial derive primarily fromthe Toxic
Subst ances Control Act (TSCA) PCB regul ations. The TSCA regul ations of inportance to Superfund
actions are found in 40 CFR Section 761.60 - 761.79, Subpart D, Storage and D sposal. They



specify treatnent and disposal requirenments for PCBs based on their formand concentration. TSCA
does not however address |iquid PCBs at concentrations |less than 50 ppm and therefore, does not
apply to the ground water at the Yellow Water Road Site. The highest concentration detected in
the ground water was 29.4 ppb fromwell cluster 6. Were PCBs affect groundwater, the Safe
Drinking Water Act (SDWA) provides potential ARARs for establishing cleanup goals, i.e., Maxi num
Cont am nant Levels (MCLs).

The recomrended alternative was found to neet or exceed thefollowi ng ARARs sel ected from Tabl e
8.2.1, as discussed bel ow, or a waiver has been justified.

Chemi cal - Speci fi c ARARs:

. Safe Drinking Water Act MCLs (40 CFR Part 141 and 143), a waiver is required for the
ground water |ocated directly beneath and in close proximty to the source area based on
the technical inpracticability of achieving the MCL in the foreseeable future.

. Florida (FLA) Drinking Water Standards (FDER 17-550)

Locati on- Speci fi ¢ ARARs:

. Endangered Species Act (50 CFR 402), which requires that federal agencies ensure that
their actions do not jeopardize the continued exi stence of a threatened or endangered
speci es.

Action- Speci fic ARARs:

. CERCLA/ SARA (42 USC 9601 et. seq.), defines ARARs under 40 CFR 300.68 (NCP).
. Clean Water Act (40 CFR Part 122)
. Toxi ¢ Substances Control Act (TSCA) (15 USC 2605), which applies to transport and di sposal

of PCB wastes greater than 50 ppm such as waste by-products fromtreatnent systens.

. Spill deanup Policy (TSCA, 40 CFR 761, Subpart D, G K), which applies to transportation
and di sposal of PCB wastes.

. Clean Air Act, which applies to air emssions fromany on-site treatnent alternatives.
. Worker Safety and Health Protection (OSHA)
. Hazardous Materials Regulations (49 CFR 170 to 179), which applies to transportation of

hazardous nmaterials or waste byproducts.

. FLA Solid and Hazardous Waste Managenent Act, whichapplies to the transportation and
di sposal of hazardous waste.

. FLA Hazardous Waste Rules (17-730 F. A C)

. FLA Water Quality Standards (17-3, Part 1V)

. FLA Stormwat er Di scharge Regul ations (17-25)

. FLA Drinking Water Standards (FDER 17-550), which applies to effluent fromtreatnent

syst ens.



. Gty of Jacksonville, Rules Regarding PCB Storage and Disposal, which applies to ground
water treatnent alternative discharges

Qher OGiteria To Be Consi dered

An agreenent shall be reached in the future between EPA and the State and Local Authorities to
prohi bit construction of water supply wells on and in the vicinity of the Site. This wll
prevent direct contact or ingestion of contam nated ground water.

Additionally, the chosen alternative nmay include effluent discharge off-Site, and therefore, the
requirenents of an NPDES pernmit may apply.

10.3 Cost Effectiveness

This alternative affords a higher degree of overall effectiveness in not only protecting the
public against direct exposure but in renmoving the threat of a future release of contam nants
The estinmated capital cost of this alternative, if fully inplenented, is $1.3 mllion (including
operation and nmintenance). Initial, and perhaps ultinmate, present worth costs total $350, 000

The sel ected renedy affords overall effectiveness proportional to its cost, such that the renedy
represents a reasonabl e value for the noney. Wen the relationship between cost and overal
effectiveness of the selected renmedy is viewed in light of the relationship between cost and
overal | effectiveness afforded by the other alternatives, the selected renedy appears to be
cost-effective. 10.4 UWilization of Permanent Solutions and Alternative Treatnment Technol ogi es
(or Resource Recovery Technol ogi es) to the Maxi num Extent Practicable

U S. EPA has determined that this renedy is the nost appropriate cleanup solution for

renmedi ating the ground water at the Yell ow Water Road Site and that it provides the best bal ance
anong the evaluation criteria for renedial alternatives evaluated. This renedy provides
effective protection in both the short and long-termto potential human and environnent al
receptors, is readily inplenented, and is cost effective

10.5 Preference for Treatnent as a Principal El enent

By nonitoring Site contam nation and restricting access to contami nated ground water, the

sel ected renedy addresses the threat of future direct contact with, or ingestion of,

PCB- cont am nat ed ground water. Should PCB m gration be observed, the contingent punp and treat
systemw ||l be inplenented to contain the contamnation as well as to renove it for treatnent
However, because treatnent was not found to be practicable as a neans for reduci ng PCB
concentrations to health-based levels, this remedy does not satisfy the statutory preference for
treatnent as a principal elenment. The hydrogeol ogi c characteristics of the Site coupled with
the chem stry of PCBs preclude selecting a renmedy in which reduction of PCBs to acceptable

| evel s could be achieved in the foreseeable future. Inplenmentation of the contingent punp and
treat systemwoul d be undertaken solely as a nmeans by which ground water contam nation can be
cont ai ned.

Because wastes will remain in the ground water above heal th-based | evels, EPA will reviewthe
Site at least every five years. |If, at the time of review, a new technology for treatnent of
PCBs in the groundwater is available and treatnent is warranted, its inplenmentability will be
assessed at that tine.

11.0 Docunentation of Significant Changes



The Proposed Plan for the Yell ow Water Road Site was released to the public on May 8, 1992. The
Proposed Plan identified Alternative 5, Contingent Filtration/ Carbon Adsorption (GAC), as the
preferred alternative for ground water renediation. EPA reviewed all witten and verba

comrents submtted during the public comrent period. Upon review of these conments, it was
determ ned that no significant changes to the renedy, as originally identified in the Proposed
Pl an, were necessary.

APPENDI X A
RESPONSI VENESS SUMVARY

The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) established a public comment period from May 8
1992 through June 7, 1992 for interested parties to corment on EPA's Proposed Renedial Action
Pl an (PRAP) for Qperable Unit Two for the Yell ow Water Road site. During the comment period,
EPA conducted a public neeting on May 18, 1992 at the Manmi e Agnes Jones El enentary School in
Jacksonville, Florida. The neeting presented the results of the studies undertaken and the
preferred renedial alternative for Operable Unit Two (ground water). During the public neeting
the community was inforned of the availability of a Technical Assistance Gant (TAG.

A responsi veness summary is required by Superfund policy to provide a summary of citizen
comrent s and concerns about the site, as raised during the public coment period, and the
responses to those commrents and concerns. Al comrents summarized in this docunent have been
factored into the final decision on the preferred alternative for Qperable Unit Two at the
Yel | ow Vater Road Site

Thi s responsi veness summary for the Yell ow Water Road Site is divided into the follow ng
sections.

l. Overview. This section discusses the reconmmended alternative for renedial action for
Qperable Unit Two and the public reaction to this alternative

1. Background on Community | nvol vement and Concerns: This section provides a brief history
of comunity interest and concerns regarding the Yell ow Water Road Site

111, Summary of Mjor Questions and Comments Received During the Public Comment Period and
FDER s or EPA' s Responses: This section presents both oral and witten coments subnitted
during the public conment period, and provides the responses to these coments

V. Remai ni ng Concerns: This section discusses community concerns that EPA should be aware of
in design and inplenentation of the renedial alternative for Qperable Unit Two at the
Site.

I. Overview

The recomrended al ternative addresses the ground water contami nation by restricting access to
the contam nated ground water through inposition of various institutional controls and |l ong-term
ground water nonitoring. The ngjor conponents of the selected renedy for Operable Unit Two

i ncl ude:

. the inplementation of a long-termground water nonitoring program

. the construction of four additional ground water nonitoring wells downgradi ent of the
source area



. the inplenmentation of institutional controls, which would include deed restrictions,
zoning controls, and water supply well permtting prohibitions

. the contingent construction of ground water extraction wells, in both the Upper Sand Unit
and Lower Sand Units, |ocated near the western boundary of the former operational area of
the Site;

. the contingent installation of a ground water punpingsystem

. the contingent installation of a ground water filtration system

. the contingent installation of a Ganular Activated Carbon (GAC) Treatnent system

. the contingent installation of a treated effluent discharge system

. the transportation and disposal of the GAC and filtration waste to a TSCA-conpl i ant
landfill or incinerator, if treatment is warranted; and

. | ong-term nmanagenent control s including operation and nai ntenance of the ground water

treatnent systemif warranted

Itens 1 through 3 will be imediately inplenmented. The inplenentation of itens 4 through 10 of
this alternative would be contingent upon confirmation of PCBs at downgradi ent conpliance
monitoring wells. Confirmatory sanpling rmust occur within sixty days of receipt of the origina
nmonitoring results that show el evated PCB concentrati ons.

Because this remedy will result in hazardous substances renai ning on-site above heal t h-based
levels, a revieww |l be conducted within five years after commencenent of renmedial action to
ensure that the remedy continues to provi de adequate protecti on of human health and the

envi ronnent .

The community, in general, has no objections to the selection of the recommended al ternative.
Il1.  Background on Community Invol venent and Concern

In accordance with CERCLA sections 113 and 117 requirenents, a Comunity Relations Plan (CRP)
for the Yellow Water Site was finalized in Septenber 1990 and |l ater revised to include the
Operable Unit Two activities. This Community Relations Plan outlines citizen involvenent and the
communi ty's concern.

The nost active period of community involvenent with the Yell ow Water Road site occurred during
1984/ 1985 when EPA proposed to bring a portable incinerator on-site to burn PCB-contam nated
material s stockpiled by EPA. Because of community opposition to on-site incineration, EPA

deci ded agai nst incineration as a viable alternative for renediating PCB-contam nated soils
stockpiled within the former operational area of the site

Medi a coverage for the site has been sporadic since 1984. Mnimal comunity invol venent has
occurred with regard to the site since 1985.

An R Fact Sheet for the Yell ow Water Road site was issued to the public in Decenber of 1988.
The QUL Admi nistrative Record was nmade available to the public in the information repository
located in the Baldwin Gty Hall and at the EPA Records Center in Region IV. Followi ng the
rel ease of the QUL RI/FS Fact Sheet, an availability session was held on Tuesday, May 29, 1990
from7:00pmto 9:00pmat the Mam e Agnes Jones El enentary School. At this neeting, EPA



officials provided an update on site related activities in addition to answering questions from
concerned Jacksonville citizens.

The public was provided an opportunity for public comment on the renedial alternatives for QU1
from August 28, 1990 to Septenber 27, 1990. In addition, a public neeting was hel d on Septenber
4, 1990 in Baldwin, Florida, to present to the comunity EPA's preferred alternative for QUL
source renediation. During the public neeting, the community was inforned of the availability
of a Technical Assistant Gant (TAG. A response to the conmrents received during the public
comrent period is included in the Responsiveness Summary, which can be found in Appendi x B of
the QUL Record of Decision

The QU2 RI/FS Reports and Proposed Plan were released to the public for comment in May 1992
These docurents were nade available to the public in both the adm nistrative record and the
information repository located in the Baldwin Town Hall. A public comrent period was held from
May 7, 1992 through June 6, 1992. In addition, a public neeting was held on May 18, 1992 to
answer questions about problens at the Site and the ground water renedi al alternatives under
consi deration

Only a limted nunber of community nenbers attended the public neeting. Mdst of the attendees
were city and | ocal government officials who expressed little concern about the selected
renmedi al alternative. Mst comrents nmade during the neeting were about the specifics of the
alternative, requesting detailed informati on about the construction and operati on and

mai nt enance of the alternative

The mai n concern expressed by the community residents concerned the quality of their drinking
water supply wells. It was explained that their domestic wells were all |ocated upgradient of
the source of contam nation and that sanple results fromtheir wells showed no detectable
contam nant | evel s.

The followi ng section highlights and addresses the issues of concern. A response to each
comrent received during the conment period has been provided bel ow.

111, Summary of Mjor Questions and Comments Received During the Public Comment Period and
Public Meeting

1.) One commenter inquired about the Technical Assistance Grants (TAG which EPA can provide to
a local community group for the purpose of providing technical aid in interpreting the

site-rel ated superfund docunents. The commenter was concerned with the amount of tinme it would
take to apply for and receive such a grant.

EPA Community Rel ations Coordi nator Response: The Technical Assistance Grant is a $50, 000 grant
avai l abl e to one comunity group per Superfund site for the sole purpose of hiring an objective
techni cal advisor to interpret or explain EPA's docunents and site-related data to the
community. The TAG application process was designed to take a naxi num of four nmonths from
application to recei pt of the grant; however, it is currently taking six to nine nonths to

conpl ete the process. EPA Region IV is working to shorten this period by naki ng personnel
available to aid the comunity group in filling out and submtting the necessary application

In Region 1V, there is a toll-free nunber (1-800-4359234) which the interested group can cal

and request informati on about comunity invol vement or assistance with the TAG applications.

2.) A commenter asked to what |evel current engineering technol ogy can treat ground water
contam nated with Pol ychl ori nated Bi phenyls (PCBs).

EPA Response: The technical inpracticability of using punp and treat to renedi ate ground water



contaminated with PCBs has little to do with the treatnent process itself, but rather with the
anmount of time required to achieve the established cleanup goals (federal MCL of 0.5 ppb). It
is tine not concentration that is the key factor in ground water renedi ation at the Yell ow Water
Road site. Due to the affinity of PCBs for soil and solid material, it is very difficult to
"pull" the PCB contam nation fromthe aquifer material. For every pore volunme of ground water
extracted fromthe aquifer during punp and treat, only a snall fraction of PCBs is extracted
fromthe aquifer naterial.

Eventual | y, the health-based standards will be achieved, but the tinmeframe is in excess of 1,000
years.

3.) A commenter inquired about the proposed renedy at the Site. The comrenter questioned
whet her bi orenedi ation mght be feasible in light of the cost effectiveness it may afford.

EPA/ PRP Response: During the Feasibility Study, EPA evaluated insitu biorenediation as a
possible renedial alternative. It was dismssed fromfinal consideration based on the fact that
no one has fully devel oped thetechnology for PCB renediation in-situ. In fact, there have been
no pilot or bench scale studies of this technol ogy perfornmed on sites wth PCB-contan nated
ground water. One of the biggest problens with biorenediation of PCBs is that they are
relatively recalcitrant and therefore, not susceptible to the degradi ng biol ogi cal processes.

4.) The PRPs rai sed several questions about the specifics of the | ong-termground water
noni toring program

a. Where will the Point of Conpliance (POC) wells be |ocated?
b. What will be the frequency of nonitoring for the POC and source wel | s?
Whi ch PCB-concentration standard will be used to trigger the contingency?

EPA Response: The questions posed by the PRPs are answered within the text of the Record of
Deci si on; however, separate responses are provided bel ow

a. The Point of Conpliance wells will include the wells of existing nmonitoring clusters MV¥9
and M¥10, in addition to those of the "to-beinstalled" clusters, M¥12 and MVM13. The
wells in cluster M¥10 are | ocated approxi mately 30 feet downgradi ent of the known source
area and the new wells of clusters MM12 and MM13 will be located an equal distance
downgr adi ent of the existing nonitoring clusters M¥8 and MW7, respectively. Al PCC
wells are located a safe distance fromthe source boundary and within the known fl owpath.

b. The nonitoring frequency for the POC wells will be quarterly for a period of two years.
At the end of the two-year period, if historical data fromthe source area wells indicate
PCB concentrations are stable or declining with time, EPA will consider a | ess frequent
POC nonitoring schedul e (semiannual). After EPA's five-year review, and again if PCB
concentrations in source area wells continue to be stable or decline, the nonitoring
frequency may be altered by EPA to all ow annual nonitoring of PCC wells.

The long-termnonitoring of the source area wells will consist of quarterly nonitoring.
This nonitoring frequency will be maintained for a period of two years. After this
two-year period, EPA will evaluate the nmonitoring results, possibly reducing the
nonitoring frequency to sem -annual. After EPA's five-year review, if historical data
i ndi cates stable or Non-Detect PCB concentrations, EPA will evaluate the use of an even
| ess frequent nonitoring schedule (annual) for these well nests. Al collected ground
wat er sanples will be anal yzed for PCBs.

C. The Federal MCL of 0.5 ppb will be used as the ground water renedi ation |evel for the



Site. Inplenmentation of the contingent renedy will be triggered by two consecutive
sanpling results, within a sixty-day period, which reveal PCB concentrations at or above
the federal MCL.

I'V. Renmini ng Concerns

The community's concerns surrounding the Yell ow Water Road site will be addressed in the
follow ng areas: comunity relations support throughout Renedi al Design/ Renedial Action.

Community relations will consist of nmaking available final docunents (e.g., Renedial Design Wrk
Pl an and Renedi al Design Reports) in atinely manner to the local information repository for the
site. EPA wll also issue fact sheets to those on the mailing list to provide further
information on progress of the project and schedules for future activities at the site. EPA will
informthe community of any principal design changes nade during the project design. |If, at any
tinme during the Renedial Design or Renedial Action, new infornmation is reveal ed that could
affect the inplenentation of the renedy or if the renedy fails to achi eve the necessary design
criteria, the Record of Decision nmay be revised with an opportunity for public coment.



